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g ; . Introduction .

T

As-part of the evaluation of project Follow Thfough, the Institute for

,

Development of Human Resources of the University of Florida (IDER) assumed
responsibility for collecting observational data in a sample of classrooms
representing a number of experimental programs. Three waves of data have been

coIlected& 70 classrooms each in the winters of 1969 and 1970; and 289 in the
winter of 1971. The results {for the first two years are reported here.

Two sets of goals lay behind this effort:”

\

1. To describe in behavioral terms the differences amqng the programs ~

Sl /
as observedrin the classrooms, and. - - ] e

e

i e

2. To relateyxhese”BEHZprral dimensions to pupil grqwth, .

As work advanqéd toward these goals, seueral subgoals edérged and will be
described later. % } .

The observational measurei were not focused directly on the identification

A

of sponsor objectfves and the development of items to represent them. Rather,
they were selected from already existing instrumen£s and represented auproad’

con -ption of glassroom interaction as it has been developed over the past years.
The instruments ranged from one with very extensive research background to two
with some brevious use, to one which was newly developed from work Qf others.

To enable study of relations between measures of classroom observation and

2

pupil growth, Stanford Research Institute (SRI), the principal outside evaluator

of Follow Through procedure, provided test‘data on pupils. :

Procedure ¢ Y

\

t
L
Y

Sampie
Seyen programs were selected in which at least eight classrooms could be

observed which secemed. to represent the diversity of programs present in Follow.

Through (although the latter criterion was a subjective and uncertain one).

ERIC - | o1
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1

Two comparison classrooms were selected from the same settings in which the

v
TRy S

programs were located, in the hope of equating, in a rougk way, system-related
i

\
s

variance for progﬂam and comparison classrooms. Insofar a

\

possible, settings
and programs were selected for observation where SRI was collecting complete data

from pupils;

! . .
Each year a total of 70 classrooms was observed: eight program and two - - -

4 T
comparison classrooms from each of seven.programs. The second year the attempt
- —,’—"“’-—F"-’ .

o

was_made ,to obSérve.the same teachers as far as possible. Exceptions to this
\ .
were numerous, howevex, as a consequence of teacher resignations and promotionr
! \ O
A . - .
and, in one case, the need to replace an entire 9ommunity which had been samp%ed
; . I

the first year. Th@ programs and the locations for the samples for the two years
prog P
e .

are shown in Tables 1 and 2. The way in whicn the sample was selected sets two
{imitatisns on the‘meaningfulness of the results. One limitation is that SRI
collected data in classrooms suggested by program sponsors as ones in which the
program was being well implemented. This designation was made by sponsors at the

beginhing of the first year and on the basis of little information, and in some

cases the gelection turned out later not to have been the best choice. The other
N

limitation, a function both of sample and of schedule, wa$ that the programs
had been in operation in some of these locations for only about three months at
the time the first year's observation began. As a consequence, some classrooms

‘did not represent their programs weil, and some programs had had relatively little

»

time to become well implemented at the time of data collection. )

=

fOn the other hand, this situation was not as atypical as it may scenm.

Eprrience the second year indicated that it was not unusual for half of the

x

teachers in a program to be replaced because of resignations and promotions.

/
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: Table 1 . @ :
® Sample by Program and Commumty - 1969 - 4
NI
» c .. E]
. ) r Becksr | Educ. |
- © | “Bank -} Engel- | Devel. . |Nim- | Parent ~
+ Community - Streeet | mann Center | Gotkin |nicht | Educ. Tucson
P ’
K Atlanta, Ga. . '_,,4» ) . ‘ 442" ,
- ‘ ‘l
« ’ . . ' i 5
Berkeley, Calif. ¢ v 3+1
Burlington, Vt. - ‘ R v 2 ‘; . I -
.- . : . - I .
Clevelandf, Ohio’ - 2+1
) Y - B : B ‘ q. \
< . /ﬁwal Co. (Jax), Fla. - L 1. 2+1 )
. 4 -
I e ‘ . o
, -Duluth, Minn. 3 «
. § !
»
) East St. Louis, Ill. ‘ 5+1
¥ Ft. Worth, Texas- . ] 3.
. " /.’/3}‘ . -
Joriesboro, Ark. N . 3 : '
- LaFayette, Ga. = - ° ) : ) 3+1
Laufel; Delaware ) 2+1 ' .
’ o / ,
New York City . 4 . : ;
U Philadelphia, Pa. | -3+1 N S| : 5+1
* N - $
> Racine, Wis. . 4+1 -
* 2: v S ~p t ?
Rochester, N. Y. 1 2+l -~ ,
>. - . . -
Tuskegee, Ala. ( 3 s
™~ L
Vlncennes, Ind. ] \ , ‘ 241 \
\ ashlngtdn /D C. : 1 Tb\ , /
. Proora'n Total 8 ‘ 8 ] /8 ‘\“8‘72\\ 8 8 ¢ 8
C T . l ‘. éw . 2 k4 ' 2 R 2 \\\ 'x 2
.omparison Total® 2 .. 2 ~
J " - ) P
*The second entry. represents number of comparison classrooms. \—-.
y * L ] . .
| '1 } l * R— 13 ’ .
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: ’ ‘ - ' Table 2 . K

' Samp&e by Program-and Community - 1970 - o
N ' ‘\L'/ Bécker Educ. , _
- - . Bank Engel- Devel. ° Nim- Parent
y Community | 1 . Street mann- Center Gotkin nicht Educ. Tuscon
Atlanta, Ga. 7 1 4+2% | 34 /
, . ,,,' . /
Berkeley, Calif. -~ | | - | 3+1
i : . . / ,/ . . °
: Burlington, Vt. . 2+] )
. Ve Y ~ . .
/ : . ! ’
Duval Co. (?)g), Fla; ‘ ! 2\"’" 2+1 .
. [ ] .
Dulyth, Mif L 3 1
East St. Louis, I11., - 3+1
“Ft., Worth, Texas . @ . 3
Jonesboro, Ark, . » 3 - C
LaFayette, Ga. vy 1. ’ | 3-1
Laurel, Delawarg . . . 2 .
Lebanon, N, ‘. ‘ ) , . 2+1
New York City C e ' ) 4 . /
Philadelphia, Pa, 3 : 4+1 3+1
Racine, Wis, . T3+l
' N r o
Rochester, N, Y, - 2+] |
Tuskegee, Ala. 3+1 /
‘ Uvalde% TeXas ! j 2
Vi s, Ind, ' K |
»- Vincennes, I ( ¢ 2+1
Program Total 842 8+2 8+2 8+2 8+2 8+2 8+2
e nggchéﬁ observed b - -
both years 1+0 ' 340 8+1 37 642 1+0 8+0 0+1
**The second entry represents number of comparison classrooms. . /
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Since many programs were approximately doubling each year at that point, three-

1 + -
quarters' of the teachers in a program were new in many cases.

i

Classroom Obseryationzheasures =

~

Florida Affective Categories (FLAC) and Florida Climate and Cdﬁtrol

System (FLACCS) - FLAC (Figure 1), which was used the first of the two years,

was a modification of the South Carolina Obéervation Records, which was developed
to be used as a parallel observation schedule with Interaction Analysis (Soar,
1966). The original instrument drew heavily on the Hostility-Affectioﬁxgzﬁéahle
(Fowler, 1962), and the earlier versions of the Observation Schedﬁle and Record

(Medley and Mitzel, 1958, private communication). The rationale of the ifistru-

ment, overall, was the developméent of a schedule which wou1&>eﬁphasiz; behavior
which Iﬁteraction Analysis did not record. Among these were the nonverbal
expression of‘affect in the classrooﬁ, physical movement of teacher and pupiis,
the éfoupihgs found in the cléssroom, and the extent to which individuals or
groups were central in classroom activities. The nohverbhl affect expression
in the classroém seemed importént to observe for two reasons: it seemed reason-
able to assume that the teacher might be more successful in monitoring her verbal
behavior than her nonverbal behavior wéen an observer was present (some evidence
in earlier studies indicated this); and that relations between pupils might be
an.indicator of the emotional and social climate of the classroom which would be
less likely to change with the presSence of an observer than teacher behavior.,
The Hostility-Affection Schedule allotte{‘separate'ééctions to the eight
combinatioﬁs of behavior: teacher-pupil, verbal-nonverbal, and supportive-non-
supportive. If, for example, the teacher raps on her desk for order, pushes a

child who is out of line, or waits impatiently for whispering to stop before

proceeding, it wouldlbe tallied as teacher, nonverbal, nonsupportive. On the

-

- A5
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Figure 1 - Florida Affective Categories (FLAC), 1969
“ (Class Form)

’4

Teacher Grade Observation
- Number .
School City’
/
—_ Date” Hour

g

Children's QOriginal Art Work

Abundance of

Quite a few Some chil- A few’chil- . No chil-
varied and vari'ed and . dren's dren's orig- dren's
vivid art- vivid art varied and. inal varied original art
work products vivid art and vivid products
products art products ~
> ’ 4 3 2 1

Wit

Ty e
L

. .

Room Displays\and Artifacts

‘

/

Most are Quite a/fza\“~50me are A few are ) Noﬁe show any
clearly re- are related related to related to “\rqﬂationship
lated to to children"s chiidren's children's &g children's
children's subcultural subcultural = subcultural stibcultural
subcultural background background . background background
_background ol e
1

5 4 I 2

B LA

M”“*“r e
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Figure 1 - Continued

€

Tot| 1] 2|3 { Teacher Pupil . 1]2]3(Tot
- Leads singing, exercise, games| [Secks information
i Leaves, enters room Gives information
Moves frecely ' Follows cognitive
Withdraws from class ylan, T. pbln.
Supervises pupil closely Follows cognitive
| Tmmobilizes pupils plan, P. pblm.
Pnshs. class TOr ind. pupil Absorbed in work

~|Intermitt. nt work
Ignores pupil - )

Refuses to attend pupil Task-rclated movement
Attends pupil briefly =~ -~ Aimless wandering
Attends pupils in succession Leaves, enters room
Attends pupil closely Wi thdrawn

Attends simult. activities (ighores others)
Meets pupil’'s needs . | [Shy, timid

| Directs with song or music | |[(watches others)
Being ncar, following

Seeks Teassurance,
support

Parallel play
Work with

- socialization
Collaborative work
- or play
. Groupings Plays verbal game
Task Social Talks to self
Tot {11213 ° } 112]3]|Tot} [Talks to others .;
2-3 P W/A 1 Adult work (P. init.)
2-3 P W/o A Adult work (T. init.)
4-1/2 class W/A Corrects--others
| 4-1/2 class W/o A ' Pretends adult
1/2 class + W/A Copies adult -
1/2 class + W/o A '"Me too"-copies .child
P. as.Ind. W/A Central-telling,
P, as Ind. Wo A X/ 4V /A//A Ishowing - -
» tra
} s Cen ]Vgroug
) /. |'Fiddles with"
i ) materials
. Uses materials
Uses play objéct
. . as itself

" [Prétends play object
is something clse
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Figure 1 - Continued

Negative Affect

Verbal

Non-Verbal

Tot Teacher . Tot
Says ''stop it'" ctc. Waits for child
Uses threcatening tonc FFrowis
Rejects child Tgnores child
Blames Points finger
Criticizes # Shakes finger
Makes threat Pusheés or pulls
Humiliates Gpanks
B Yells Other
- Other
. Verbal Non-Verbal
" Tot Pupil B Tot
Y S Says ''no'" ctc. Makes face g
T Tcascs Frowns, pouts, withdraws’
A L.aughs Uncooperative, resistant
Tattles - Interferes )
Commands or demands Thrcatens
Makes disparaging remark | Takes prop. of another
Makos somcone "fecl small'[Damages prop. of others
Finds fault ’ Picks at child /
Threatcns Pushes or pulls i
Blamcs 1ol ds .
Cries Hits
Starts fight lurts somcone with
Othex somcthing
, Other
R
Positive Affect
Verbal ‘ Non-Verbal
Tot Teacher Tot
Says ''thank you'" etc. Accepts favors for sclf .
Agrees with child Waits For child )
Gives individual attention|Gives individual attention
d Accepts favors Sympathetic
Sympathetic l.istens carefully to chil
Praises child Smiles, laughs
Praws all into group Pats, fondles, hugs child
Other Other .
Verbal ~_ Non-Verbal ~ ¥
Tot Pupil ° Tot

L3

Says ”thank.you” etc.

Asks permission in
friendly manner

Pats, fondles, hugs toy
or dotil

fte1pful, shares

Agrees with another

l.ecans closc to another

Chooses another -

Chooses another ., ./

Offers to compromisc,
share, coopcrate

Smiles, laughs with *
another

Defends another

Docs something for somcone

Enthusiastic, happy

‘|Svmpathctic

Praises another

Pats, fondles, hugs another

Other

Agrecable, cooperative

Enthusiastic, happy

Other

.. 18




Figure 1 - Continued

\

\ Pupil Interest-Attention Rating Scale .
.Interes\ Most pupils About half Occasional Pupils gen,
} generalw interested interested pupils apathetic,
) and high, much of time much of time interesteg uninterested °
Obser- ' ! ) '
vation . N
—_— \e
1 5 4 3 2 \ 1
2 5 4 3 2 AN
3 5 4 3 2 \ 1
) Overall Emotional-Attitudinal Climate ,
Highly Positive Neither Negative Highly
Positive most of Positive nor Occasion- Negative
;  ’'the time Negative ally
/
/ . .
5 4 3 2 1
a + -
! 3 .
Children  Most pupils  About half Occasnlly Children
appear appear happy appear happy  pupils ap- appear ex-
extremely and/or sat- and/or sat- pear happy tremely un-
happy and/ 1isfied much isfied much and/or sat- happy and/
or satis~- of time of time is fied or dissatis-
fied ' 2, : fied .
N 5 4 3\ 2 1

~a
"

) |
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Figure 2 - Classroom Global Ratings, 1969
Program School
Teacher City
Grade Daﬁe
Observer

Fixed and regular
for activities

Pupil Groupings

Almost always

Emerge about 7
half the tine, More often
Mostly Fixed half emerge spon- Usually emerge
fixed the time taneously spontaneously
2 . 3 4 5

Pupil Differentiation

-

Most work at
Most work at

same activity Work at different

Usually work

work at same activity half of the activities more at different
activity most of the time time often than not activities
1 2 3 4 Si
Teacher Congruence
Words clearly No feelings Completely
contradict expressed; open expres-
evident "Accepts & sion of
feelings Clarifies" feelings
/
! 2 3 4 5
Teacher Empathy
Occasionally Sometimes
Unaware of aware of Usually aware aware of Often aware
conspicuous:  obvious of obvious subtle of subtle
feeling feeling feeling feeling feeling
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Figure 2 - Continued

?upil Reinforcement

Almost
From other pupils: Never Rarely Occasionally  Frequently Constantly
1 L2 3 4 5
From adults: Almost : . o
Constantly  Frequently Occasionally Rarely Never
From materials: - Almost
Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Constantly”’
1 2 3 _4 . )
f LI
* Pupil Self-Control
Rarely free Show .
- occasional Generally free §&

1 T self-control ’ self-controlling
‘ 2 : } :

/ 3 4 5

Show little ’

self-control - -
1

. Extent to which activities having clear cognitive fbégs characterize the classroom:

f Rarely  About 1/4 of About 1/2 of About 3/4 of Occur Almost
’ occur the time the time .. the time constantly

[

.1 2' 3 S 4 5

,

Extent to which '"game-like" activities with clear cognitive focus characterize
the classroom:

Almost About 3/4 of About 1/2 of About 1/4 of' Rarely
constantly thé time the time the time _ oceur

5 4 3 2. 1
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Figure 2 A - Classroom Global Ratings, 1970

Pupil Groupings

Emerge about half

Fixed & regular Mostly the time; fixed More often emerge Usually emerge
for activities fixed half the time spontaneously spontaneously
1 2 3 . 5 .
L AN

}

N

Pupil Differentiation™ ; l
{

Most work at Most work at

Almost always  same activity same activity Work at different Usually work
work at same most of the half of the activities more at different
activity time time often than not activities

1 2 : 3 4 ’ 5 ¥

Teacher Congruence

Words clearly Some agreement Words and
No feelings contradict evi- of words and feelings .
expressed ~ dent feelings feelings - clearly agree
0 ‘ 1 ‘ 2 3 4 s B
Teacher Empathy o | '
Occasionally
7 .Unaware of aware of Sometimes Often aware
conspicuous obvious Visually aware of aware of ~f subtle
feeling feeling obvious feeling subtle feeling feeling
1 2 3 4 5 ~

~

From adults: Almost constantly Frequently Occasionally Rarely Never

From other pupils: Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Almost constantly

Pupil Reinforcement

1 2 -3 ‘ 4 .5

From materials:

S 4 3 2 1

.

Never Rarely Occasionally Frequently Almost ponstantl}
1 2 3 4 : "5

i
1
i
b

. 22
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Figure 2 A - Continued

Pupil Self-Control

Rarely show ) Occasionally show Generally show
self-control self-control - self-control
1 2 3 4 )

Pupil Freedom

Pupils are: Rarely free Occasionally free Generally free

e

1 2 3 4 5 i
# e

Extent to which activities having clear cognitive focus characterize the classroom:

About 1/4 About 1/2 About 3/4 Occur almost
Rarely occur of the time of the time of the time constantly- — -

M

Extent to which ”gameullke” activities with clear cognltlve focus characterlze the
classroom: . L

. About 3/4 About 1/2 About 1/4
Almost constantly of the time of the time of the time Rarely occur

5 4 3 2 1

Overall qutionalfAttitudinal.Climate

. Positive mostf Neither positive Negative ‘Highly
Highly positive of the time nor negative occasionally negative

s - 4 3. 2 1

4

Most pupﬁls About half Occasionally Children appear

appear happy appear happy pupils appear extremely unhappy
Children appear and/or satis- and/or satis- happy and/or and/or dis-
extremely happy fied much of fied much of satisfied satisfied

and/or satisfied time ° time
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Overall, the number of items was increased, and the question of dividing

the instrument in two was considered. This alternative was rejected, however,
‘ | N
since much of the affect expressed by adults is used in classroom management,

~and some portion of pupil affect is interactive with adult control. The instru-
ment is shown in Figure 3.

Teacher Practices Observation Record - The Teacher Practices Observation

Record (TPOR) is an instfument developed to measure a teacher's practices in
relation to John Dewey's E%perimentélism (Brown, 1968). It consists of 62 sign
items of teacher behavior (see Figure 4). %here are no pedagogically "bad" items
on the TPOR; every item describes a teacher behavior that is widely practiced in

schools. However, half the items (the even nupbers) describe behavior which re-
flects agreement with Experimentalism and would be espoused by John Dewey; the
other half (the odd numbers) reflect disagreement. In the original procedure,
the observer's task was to check those items which occurred during three ten-
minute oﬂserva}ion periods. The time periods used in this project have been
11m1ted to five minutes in order to parallel FLAC and FLACCS. »

" Brown has done extensive researd@ w1th the instrument, relating it to

measures o0f beliefs, and has shown rj/étions between a teacher's beliefs and

teaching practices, and between an gﬁserver's beliefs and what he sees in the
/

classroom. - . /
The TPOR provides information which relates to the instructional or
pedagogiqal~prac£ices employed in the c{assroom. The major classifications of
items for recording behavior ére (a) Nature of the Situation, (b) Nature of the
P?oblem, (c) Development qf Ideas, (d) WUse of Subject Matter, (e) Evaluation of

Pupil's Work, (f) Differentiation of Tasks, and (g) Motivation and Control.

Data are produced describing whether the teacher or pupil is the center of

. - R4

R




| -Figuré 3

Florida Climate and Control System (FLACCS), 1970"

~

Institute for the Developmen% of Human Resources .
College of Education :
University of Florida
Gainesville, Florida

Program: Teacher:
(
City: Grade:
i
School: - Date:

\
/

' ; Team:

. .
_This is an experimental instrument developed by Robert S. and Ruth M. Soar, and
Marjorie Ragosta, and should not be cited or used without permission.




‘ o - 15 -

Figure 3 - Continued

EY

T11 12 {3 |Teacher" T11 ]2 |3 JPupil §
10 Teacher central 10 Fupii ZTentral . ‘o, .
11 Leads singing, games, story 11 B Pupil -- no choice:
12 . Moves freely among.pupils 12 . { Pupil -- limited. choice _
. 13 ‘ Leaves, enters room 13 -}-Pupil -- free choice
147~ Withdraws from class C 14 (*Seat work without ‘teacher
15 Uses blackbd,,A-V equip. 15 {*Seat work with teacher
16§ . Ignores pupil 16 .Leaves, enters room
171 Attends pupil briefly 17 I . Task-related movement
18 -~ Attends..pupil closely R 18 Aimless wandering .
19 Attends‘ simult, activities . . )
4 J1 2-3 )
1 2 3 |[Verbal: ; 19 T ! Speaks aloud w/o.permission
f 20 -{Calls child by name _l20 Engages in out-of-bound' beh,
21 Directs, without reason {21 Collaborates with teacher
* 22 |- . " |Directs, with resson 22 (*Disobeys directions
23 ‘ . |Questions for control 23 . (*Passive resistance
- 24 Calls on nonvolunteer 24 (*Obeys directions -
25| - Interrupts pupil, cuts off |25 B Asks permission i
26 ) Uses time pressure 26 ) Follows routine w/o reminde
27 i Bribes . . 27 N Reports rule to another
28 -IThreatens, scolds w/conseq, 28 Gives direction’
29 Glves orders, commands , 29 ) ‘Gives reason B 7
30 Suggests ! 30 . Sasses teacher
31 *_Juses sharp tone 3 Tattles
32 Supervises pupil closely . : .
.33 Nags i - . *.
34 Immobilizes pupil . 1 2 3
35 Uses sarcasm .o 32 (*\Yorks,plays w/much supv,
36 Scolds, punishes ° | 33 *Works,plays w/11ttle supV,)
’ ‘ 34 | . Works,plays cooply., collab,
35 . |Works, plays competit,
- 1 2 3 36 Secks reassurance, support
37 . Uses self report 37 Shows pride
38 _jQuestions, states beh. rule | ag Shows- shame, fear, humil, ¢
39 B Questions for reflect. thgt.| 39 Shows apathy
40 ’ .. IDiscusses behavior with P, B
11 - Uses humor ) B
42 Praises ) 1 2 3])work Groups
40 Pupil. as individual
41 - Group with teacher-
1 2 3 |Nonverbal: 42 / Structured groups
3 | Nods, smiles, for control e K Free groups .
44 , Tolerates deviant behavior
45 . Unable to deal w/devt, beh, .
46 Gesture, shhh, shakes head ' 1 2 3}{Socialization
47 Sipnals, . raps, etc, . 44 Almost never
. 48 | | Takes/gives equipment, book 45 ‘ * | Cccasionally, verbal '
N 49 | | N Glares, {rowns . ‘46 Frequently, verbal .
! ‘| Physical intervention: 47 ) Occasionally, .nonverbal
50 Touches, pats 48 Frequently, nonverbal
51 Holds, pushes j
52 [ . |. | - -Punishes (other)
53 ] Isolates 1 2 3]Materials .
T 49 Structure teacher behavior
¢ 50 . Structure pupil behavior
. "Pupil interest-attention
. 51-52 \ (Rank 1 low to 5 high)
o .

EMC Sy .

, ) - L — 26
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R ) K Figure 3 - Continued - s
A} N : ‘
. ) ‘ M R ’ NONVERBAL AFFECT '
. . ) ‘ . . Pl N
10141 ]2 |3 ] Teacher Nepative 0T | 1] 2 | 3 |Teacher Negative . } A
10 ! Says ''stop it ,‘'etc, . 10 Waits for child )
11 Uses, threatening tone 11 b Frowns
12 Rejdets child "’ ~ 12 Ignores child
13 RS Blates 13 i Points,C'shakes finger .
141 i——1 {Criticizes R 14 Pushés or pulls, .holds | .
e 15) Wones_threat Ny |15 : Spanks * -
16 1. Humiliates 16 Shows disgust \ ’
17 (v ' Yells ] ) 17 Other
18 - “Uses sarcasm ’ - - é/ ) “a
19 - { Other . . -
, % . canl - PR
N 1 2,3 | Pupil Negative ’ . 1 2 3]|pupil Negative ~ -,
20} - - Says 'no', etc, T 18 Makes face
21 Teases . . 119 .| ~, Frowns, pouts, withdraws
22 i Laughs ° 20 | Uncooperative, resistant B
23 Tattles ’ i 21 . Interferes .
- 24|, Commands or demands 22 Threatens J .
25 |\ ' : Makes disparsging remkse | Takes, damages property
26 |\ ~ | Makes someconc fcel smalll| 23 i of others
27 D Finds fault 24 Picks at child .
28 . Threatens ] 25 T | Pushes or pulls, holds
29 - Blames 26 | Hits ,
30 i Cries - |27 Hurt¥hywith something
, 31 , | Starts fight . .28 1s. leftaout
32 . * ] ] other . 29 JOther
2
1 2 3 { Teacher Positive 1 2 J{Teacher Positive
33 I Says phank you , etc. 30 Accepts favors for self
34 . Aprecs with child 31 Waits for child
351 - Gives ihdividual attent. |32 Gives- individual Attention
36 ' Accepts favors 33 Sympathetic, warm
37 . Sympathetic, warm 34 Listens carefully to chald .
38 ‘Praises child 35 ' Smiles, laupghs, nods
\ ‘39 : ] Draws all into group 36 | Touches, pats, hugs child
40 Ts enthusiastic,congeniall 37 Other
1 2. 3] pupil Positive * . 1 2 3}pupil Positive
1 Says ' 'thank you-, ctc. 38 Helpful, shares
&g . Sounds friendly 39 Leans close to another
-43 Agrees with another 40 Chooses another
44 Chooses another 41- Smiles, laughs with another
45 . Offers to share, coop., |42 Sympathetic .
" 46 : | Defends another 43 Pats, hugs another '
’ 47 ’ Iz enthusigstic, happy 44 Apreeable, cooperative
48 . Praises. another 45 Enthusiastic, happy.
49 Helps another 46 Horseplay . )
” ‘ I ' .
Q é{"

ERIC . , ‘ . /

b




Ratings

Pupil Gif'qupi'ngs\

_Pupil Differentiation

Teacher

Congruence

Teacher

Empathy

8 Reinfor

. from Pupils .

Reinfor.

from Adults

Reinfor.

from Materials

Pupil Self-Control

Pupil Freedom

Cognitive Focus

)

Game-Like Activities

IPositive-Neg. ‘Climate

/

Pupils Happy, Satis.

%




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Figure 4 - Teacher Practices Observation Record”

TOT

TEACHER PRACTICES

Hl A, NATURE OF THE SITUATION

1, T occupies center of attention.

2. T makes p center of attention. s

_1 3. T makes some thing as a thigg center of p's attention.

L4, T .makes doing something center of p's attention.
5. T has p spend time waiting, watching, listening._
&. T has p participate actively.
. T remains aioof or detached from p's activities.
8. T joins or participates in p's activities,
9, T discourages or prevents -p from expressing self freely,
10. T encourages p to express self freely.
o B. NATURE OF THE PROBLEM
11, T organizes learning around Q posed by T.
12. T organizes learning around p's own problem or Q.
13, T prevents situation which causes p doubt or perplexity.
_ 14, T involves p in uncertain or incomplete situation.
15, T steers p away from “‘hard'" Q or problem.
16, T leads p to ( or problem which ''stumps' him,
17. T emphasizes idealized, reassuring,.or ''‘pretty' aspects
of topic.
18. T emphasizes realistic, disconcerting, or-"ugly" aspects
of topic.
19. T asks Q that p can answer only if he studied the
lesson. ’ . .
20. T asks Q that is not readily answerable by study. of
i less®n.

- C. DEVELOPMENT OF IDEAS

21. T accepts only one answer as being correct..

22. T permits p to suggest additional or alternative *

answers.

23. T expects p to come up with answer T has in mind.

24, ' T asks p to judye comparative value of answers or
suggestions.

i

25> T expects p to ‘'know' rather than to quess answer to Q.

26. T encourages p to guess or hypothesize about the
unknown or _untested.

27. T accepts only answers or suggestions closely related
_to topic.

28. T entertains even ''wild" or far-fetched suggestion of p.

29. T lets p ''get by' with opinionated or stereotyped
answer. .

30. T asks g to support answer or opinidh with evidence.
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Figure 4 - Continued

N

TOT

i " p. USE OF SUBJECT MATTER
T collects and analyzes subject matter for p.

31,

T -has p make his own collection and analysis of

32,
subject matter.
33.. T provides—p.with detalled facts and |nformatlon.

T has p find detailed facts and |nformat:on on his

34,

35.

T makes a wide range of information material available

360
T accepts and uses inaccurate information.

37.

T helps p discover and correct factual errors and

38.

inaccuracies.
T permits formation of musconceptuors and over-

39.
generalizations.
Lo. T questions misconceptions, faulty logic, unwarranted

conclusions,

EVALUAT ION

E.
L1, T passes juddment on p's behavior or work.

T withholds judgment on p's- behavior or work.
T stops p from going ahead with plan which T knows

L2,
will fail,

L3,
T encourages p to put his ideas to a test.

TR
ks, T immedidtely reinforces p's answer as ''right'' or
"wrong."
T has p decide when Q has been answered satisfactorily,

L6,
T asks another p to give answer if ong p fails to
answer quickly. /
T asks p to evaluate his own work.

L.
T provides answer .to p who seems confused or puzzled

L9,

L8,
50, T qives p time to sit and think, mull things over.

——

F, DIFFERENTIATION
T has all p working atl same task at same time’,

51,

52, T has different p working at d[fferent tasks.

T holds all p responsible for certain material to be

4 53.

learned.
T has p work independently on what concerns p.

sk,

c5, T evaluates work of all p by a set standard

56. T evaluates work of different p by different

X standards.

G. MOTIVATION, CONTROL
T motivates p with privileges, prizes, grades,

57.
T motjvates p with intrinsic value of ideas os

58.
) activity.
59, T approaches subject matter in direct, business-like

way.

T approaches subject matter in indirect, |nformal way.
T imposes external disciplinary control on p.

T encourages self-discipline on part of p.

_ 8.
61.
62,

\

Qo
Rl

.
i
-

Hﬁﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂ

*
Developed by Dr. Bob Burton Brown, Institute for Development of
Human Resources, College of Education, Unlver51ty of Florida,

Gainesville, Florida.
30

own.
T relies heavily on textbook as source of |nformat|on.
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attention, the extent to which pupils are active or passive, and theuamount of
. freedom which is permitted pupils. The nature of the problem is organized
around the concerns of pupils or the concerns of the teacher or ;ex;?bok, as

. well as the difficulty of study topics. Information is yielded as to whether
ideas are treated in a "hypothetical" or '"expository' manner, and whether they
are dealt with ih a creative or routine f;shiqn. Subject matter is classified
as to whether the pupils or the teacher assumes priméry responsibility for
locating it, whether it is taken from a textbook or a wide range of sources,
whether it is accurate or inaccurate. Whether the teacher evaluates the pupils'
work or the}gypi;s eﬁgagé in self-evaluation is recorded. The degree to which
the classroom tasks are differentiated for individual pupils is measured, along

“with the :zérinsic-intrinsic nature of the motivation and the type of the dis-

7=
/

" ciplinary control.

Florida Taxonomy of Cognitive Behavior - The original instrument was

developed by the Florida group under Brown's'leadership. Its history originates-

with The Taxonomy of Educational Objectives: The Cognitive Domain (Bloom and

others, 1956), which was modified and extended by Sanders (1966)“to provide an
instrument to assess teacher lesson plans and teaching materials. Thelwork of
the Florida group has consisted of converting Sanders) ipstrument to one for
live observation in the classroom, and of carryiﬁg out‘developmental work with
it in classrooms. The levels into which cognitive acéivif& is divided are as
follows: ~

1. Memory. The student is expected to recognize or remember informa-

tion. lle is not expected to compare, relate, or alter the material

on his own.




Trgnslation. At this level, the student is expected to alter Fhe
form of the material with which he is dealing --tfigurative to
literal, behavioral to verbal, verbal to quantitative, pictorial to
verbal, or abstract to concrete -- but not to chang or evaluate the

ideas represented.

Inéerpretatiqn. The student is expected to identify similarities or
differences, to compare on some other basis, to relate supporting
evidence to a generalization, or to carry out a specified operation.
Apglicétion. The student is expected to bring together, without
instruction,. éreviously learned material which relates to a proﬁlem.
Exampleé would include usipg word-attack skills to sound out a word,
or deciding what mathematical oper;%ion is appropriate to solve a
problem and carrying it through. - ‘
Analysis. This category is concerned with consciously applying the
g@les’of thinking or of logic to the analygis of a problem, with
inferring feelings or motives.

Sypthesis. This level involves bringing ideas together, as in appli-
ca£ion, but with the added requirement tﬁat the 'student reorganizes
or changes them in such a way as to proéuce something new. Original
productions of various sorts would be classified here. |
Evaluation. This level requires two functions: establishing a set of
criteria, which are relevant to evaluate an idea or a prodhct: ana then

evaluating the product or idea againist these criteria. -

In the development of the originai instrument, data were collected from

H

approximately 120 teachers using this system in parallel with the Reciprocal

~
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Category System and the Teacher Practices Observation Record. Analysis has
indicated meaningful relationships with the other instruments (Wood,’1969:

Bane, 1969).

Although the initial research plan anticipated ﬁsihg the original form of
the instrument, it was found difficult to apply to kindergarten-first grade class-
rooms, and a new version of the instrument was developed. The modification was
developed in two _stages. . First, observers who had visited_classrooms in the first-
year data collection devéloped items to repr;sent the levels of the Taxonomy from
their memory of the classrooms. THRen these items were tried out in tape listen-
ing; new ones developed as needed, and old ones modified or redefined. 'When the
items stabilized, the form of the instrument was fixed and tape coding was B?gun
(see Figure 5). o

Jhe usual recording procedure used with a sign system was modified as well.
Ordinarily an item is tallied only once in an observation period, but it seemed
possible that tHe high rate of pupil response which is emphasized in some programs
might be seriously under-represented. As a consequenée, the procedure of tallyiqg\

every three seconds (or each interaction) was followed. Since conventional sign

data typically discriminate effectively (and, in fact, were found to do so for

>

. FLAC and the TPOR in these data), the data of the Cognitive Taxonomy were also

analyzed with each observation period scored zero or one (for any nonzero fre-
quency, regardless of size). Since the latter data appeared to be at least as

disc¢riminating, only those are reported, and zero or one recording was employed

with the second year's data.

-~ Fa

A superficial consideration of the cognitive domain sometimes suggests

el

.

that its h&gher levels are more appropriate for older pupils than younger. Yet

-
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T .
Figure S5 - Florldé\Taxonomy of Cognitive Behavior, 1669-70"

N
/ P T / T /°
: 1. Memoxry
/ / / ) a. Repeats from memory-
-/ / / b. Repeats other
/ / / :
/ / / "c. Repeats in sequence
/ / / ' 1
o/ / / d. Choral response
/ / / : ¢
/ / [ e. opells
; ; / f. Gives, receives information
/ .
/ / / g. Sceks information ) ) -~
/ / / /
) . 2. 'Translation - .
/ / / _ a. Sounds- letters -
/ / / b. Nameés pictures, objects, color,
/ / / letter '
/ / / c. Copies letter, number, word
/ / 1 / (learned)
5 ; ; d. Gives, follows directions
; ; / e. Describes activity, picture, etc.
/ .
/ /- / f. Reports experience {2+ thougths)
/ / / g. Describes situation, event
/ / / '
-/ / / h. Recognizes word (sight reads)
/ ’ / / 1. Translates one language to another
/ / / 7. Asks, gives permission
- 3. Interpretation
/ / / a. Sounds-out word )
/ / / b. Classifies (1 attribute)
/ / / c. Counts
/ / -] d. Adds, subtracts
/ / / e. Uses units, tens
/ / / £. Compares letters, numbers
/ / / g. Copies letter(s), number(s),
/ / / learning
/ / / h. Gives class name ‘(vehicle, etc.)
/ / / i. Identifies similarities, differ-
/ / /. ences
/ / / j. Asks, gives reason
/ / / k. Names sensation
/ / /” 1. Performs learned task or process
/ / / m. Relates terms (of one-first)
/ / / ‘n. Makes comparisons

\
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Figure 5 - Continued

Activity Teacher Program
T Y/ P T ./ P T™ /P .
) : 4. Application
/ 2 / a. Classification (2+ attrlbutes)
Wi / - / b. Directs learnlng game
/ / / c. Créates arithmetic problem
/" / / d: Writes, types sentence
/ / / e. Asks, tells who, what, where, otc.
/ / / f. Seriates (alphabetlzes)
r / / g. Applies previous learning to new
.. j " situations
/ / / h. Reads
B 5. Analysis
/ / / a. Verifies equation balance
/ / / b. Infers feeling or motive
/ / / c. Infers causality (tells why)~
/ / / d. Cites evidence for conclusion
(
! 6. Synthesis ‘
[/ / / a. Elaborates on picture, story, etc.
t/ / / b. Proposes plan or rule
/ / / c. Play acts .
./ / / - d. Makes up story
/ / / e. Makes fantasied object
/ / / “f. Makes common object
/ ! / g. Draws, colors common object
/ / / h. Draws, colors fantasied object ,
Y . :
7. Evaluation
/ / / a. Compares with criteria,, rule or \
plan

*This is an exper1mental form which should not
of the developers.

be cited or used without permission

f
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attention to the cognitive activities of classrooms showed thHat activities,

at least through the middle levels of thg instrument, occurred fairly frequently.
The difference, of course, .is that simpier materials and concepfs are involved.
The developmen{ of a Piagetian concept such as consdrvation falls at the level
of synthesis, and the discussion that accompanies §~story or a reading lesson
may deal with questions such as, '"What else mighta%immy have done?" (synthesis),
or "Would it have been better if Jimmy had done §pmething di%fefent? Why 7%
(évaluation).

The complexity of the concepts and the ?ature of the subject matter will
differ from age to age, of course, but higher level thought processes seem
clearly to be an important part of the devel?pment of the young child.

In fact,lan idea that became more compelling as the instrument was
developed was ?;at much oglthe learning done by pupils in thé lower grades is
learning how to do processes fhat occur wfth little thought for older pupils.

-

For example, the item "Reads' is at the lowest cognitive level in the general
purpose instrument, but is a high level item for pupil; at the'kindefgarten,
first g¥ade level. Deriving the multiplication table is a demanding operétion,
but as a tool 1in use it is low levei, and becomes most useful when it reaches
the level of memory. Indeed, a redlization that emerged which seems paradoxical
in some ways, is that a part of tﬁe process of education consists of making
higher level behaviors lower level. That is, an activity which is initially com-
plex, such as reading, becomes a lowerblevel one: as it becomes automatic and
routing. Thus, a goal of the educational process is to make complex operations

. . -
so well learned that they become low level operations, and tools in turn for

other higher level operations.
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Reciprocal Category[System - The work with the original system (Flanders
]

Interaction Analysis) has been summarized by Flanders (1965, 1970), and Amidon

and Hough (1967). There ére a number of modifications of the systém, but only
the one used in this research will.be discussedﬂhere.

The mqgéfication by Ober, Wood, and Réberts (1968) offers a number of
'advahtages over-the original.e The seven tgéchef categpries.éf the Flanders
System have been expanded to nine (see Figure 6): teacher lecture is divided
into that which is responsive to pupils,~and_that which is teacher initiated;
and the category of teacher criticism has been divided into a category for cor-

A,

rection without criticism, and one for criticism. 'Cdtegory 10 remains silence
a
and confusion as before. The major advance, however, is reformulatingweach of
the cétegories so that they can be used for pupil talk as well as for teacher
talk. That is, teacher amplification of a pupil's idea is. categorized as a 3;
a pupil amplification is a 13. Each categpry is changed from a teacher category
to a pupil category by adding é "1" as the first digig. .The observer, then,
. learns nine categories as he did with the Flanders System but has 18 to work
with and, as a consequence, the same variety of pupil talk ié recorded as teacher
. talk. This permits identifying the extent to which pupils Ao such things as
maintain order in the classroom, correct subject matter misunderstandings of
other pupils, build on each other's ideas, contribute information, or express
and accept feeling in the classroom.r Practically speaking, this modificat}on
offers more than twice the richness of the data provided by the original
Flanders System at little increase in the complexity of the observer's task.

In the second year's data, Silence and Confusion were broken into two categories

‘ -- Silence (10) and Confusion (20). -
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. Figure 6 - Summary of Categories for the Reciprocal Category Systenm

Category Number
Assigned to Party 11

1 -~

Description of Verbal Behavior

Category Number
Assigned to Party 22

10

"WARMS' (INFORMALIZES) THE CLIMATE: Tends to open up and/or eliminate
the tension_of the situation; praises or encourages the action, behavior,
comments, ideas and/or contributions of another; jokes that release

_tension not at the expense of others; accepts and clarifies the feeling

tone -of aznother in a friendly manner (feelings may be positive or nega-
tive; predicting or recalling the feelings of arnother are included).

ACCEPTS: Accepts the action,” behavior, comments, ideas and/or contri-
butions of another; positive reinforcement of these.

-

AMPLIFIES THE CONTRIBUTIONS OF ANOTHER: Asks for clarification of,
builds on, and/or develops the action, behavior, comments, ideas and/or
contributions of another.

ELICITS: Asks a questicn or requests information about the content sub-
ject, or procedure being considered with the intent that another should
answer (respond). -
i v
RESPONDS: Gives direct answer or response to questions or requests for
information that are initiated by another; includes answers to one's own

questions.

—

Laa ¥

INITIATES: Presents facts, information and/or opinion concerning the
content, subject, or procedures peing considered that ars self-initiated;
expresses-one's own ideas; lectures (includes rhetorical questions -- not

intended to be answered).

v

IDIRECTS: Gives directions,, instructions, orders and/or assignments to
‘which another is expecred' to comply.

. CORRECTS: Tells another that his answer or behavior is inappropriate
, Or incorrect.

"COOLS" (FORMALIZES) THE CLIMATE: Makes statements intended to modify
the behavior of another from an inappropriate to an appropriate pattern;
may tend to create a certain amount of tension (i.e., bawling out some-
one, exercising authority in arder to gain ot maintain control of the
situatioq, rejecting or criticizing the opinion or judgment of another).

SILENCE: Pauses, short periods of silence.

CONFUSION: Periods of confusion in whiéﬁ communication cannot be uuderstood.ZO‘

11

14

15

1Category numbers assigned to Teacher' Talk when used in classroom situation.
Category numbers assigned to Student Talk when used in classroom situation.

>

P

38




- 28 -
' : .

‘ In uéing the Reciprocal Category System, an observer enters the class-
room (or begins a tape), spends a few minutes getting the feel of what is going
on, and then begins to write, at least every three seconds, the category number
which best describes what is going in at that moment. If the activity -changes '
within three seconds a new category is recorded. As a consequence the observer
can sometimes record four or five categories in as many seconds. While this .
seems a very difficult job, eight to twelve hours of training make it rélati;ely

straightforward. i

’ 4 ‘o

A strength of this procedure (initiated in Flanders' work) is the ca%-

tufing, one step at a time, of the sequence of occurrences in the classroom, by
the yay the categories are tabulated into a matrix. , It then becomes possible to
answer such questions as, "What does the teacher typically do when a pupil stops
talkingé" "What kinds of teacher behavior are followed by pupil responses?"
"Does a teacher respond differently to a pupil initiation than she does to a
pupil response?”n '"What proportion of the teacher talk is made up of criticism
of pupiis. followed by directions?" =
One of the interesting aspects of the matrix the RCS system produces is
that it breaks down into four submatrices: teacher-teacher talk, teacher-pupil
talk, pupil-teachef talk, and pupil-pupil talk. Along with this increased rich-
ness of the datz, the possibility is retaiﬁéd of returning the data to that of
the Flanders System by pooling categories. As a conéequence, relationships of
- these data to the store of iﬁformétion accumulated under the Flaﬁders System
can be studied easily.
‘
The original instrument is probably the best validated of any, if validity

. is defined in terms of the prediction of change in pupils. The relevance of

teacher behavior as measured by this instrument to pupil achievement growth has
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“.complete standardization in the use of the observation systems. The third week

) | - - o
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been w1de1y\studieg, and relafionsbips with ﬁupil attitudes have also been ﬁ
found. A sméller nﬁmber-of researches show the vhlidity of‘the instrument for " i
p;ed@cting such things as pupil change in personality, growth in.cre%§ivity, /
and peyceptiﬁns f the nature of the classroom (Soar, 1966). ]
Observers and Training T : é '

Three teéms of two observers each were(used, éonsisting of graduate stu- .

' {
dents and research assistants. The first week of the quarter was spent in train-

ing on the Teacher Practices Observation Record (TPOR); beginning initially with
‘ \ :
a presentation of specific categories by way of film clips, followed tq observa-

tion in classrooms, with discussion of differences in the categories recorded.

-

The second week training was carried out on the Florida Affective Categories
(FLAC) (Florida Climate and Cdntrol Sysfem the second year), using classroom ob-
servation and discussion of differences from the beginning. , The last day of the

second week all teams observed in Follow Through classrooms in Jacksonville, to

. -

all teams observed in Philadelphia, since the number of classroome there was
large enough that all three teams could work simultaneously and could meet after

*

each day's observation to discuss questions faised and agree on common procedures.

-

This week represented the transition from. training to full-scale. work in the -

4

field. In addition, some teachers seemed unusually uncoifortable about wea:ing

a wireless microphone. Finally, even with experience, the attention required bty

“ .

the equipment continued to be a distraction of some consequence to the observers.

\
For these reasons, in numbers of classrooms the wireless microphones were not used.
! : —

For the second_year, all of the recordings were obtained by observers moving |
t . -

y

e

about as inconspicuously as possible, carrying the tape recorder. Since the re-
LA : =

[y

corfiers were small battery-powered units, this was easily done. Although the®

-

40
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v
distraction to, the pupils was somewhat increased in%;;ally, it soonf declined and

seemgd”generally not to be a source of difficulty. xhe final procedure depended

-
-
-

on choice of equipment to a large degree, and these details are présented in

-

Appendix A. : ‘ g, .
In a free-play setting in a classroom with hard walls, floor and ceiling,

L]

- ERICY | :

IToxt Provided by ERI

seemed to producc tape which was as understandable toa coder as the live situa-

. \ .- ,"’*". . i -
; the obserzgglg,;ask;; Even widh two observers watching for different classes of
i

it was difficult*to obtain an intéITi§1b1e~fedord1ﬁ§1 However, an observer

actuall&:pfesent in the classroom will not be able to understand much of the
e : ~

interaétion in such a setting. In general, the refined recording procedures .

¢

tion wds to the observer. . S

(Y
3

-

Apart from the technical diffichléies.of making recordiﬁgs in classrooms,
theré were other difficulties. The typical Follow Through classroom is :§ un-
usually diverse one in terms ¢f the variety of activities going on simultaneously.
This, in turﬁ, means that the complexity of the observeq's‘task is increased

several fold over what it wéuld be in the typical classroom a grade level or two

highef. It seems likely that the higher the grade level, in general, the simpler

e T
-

béhaviors, it is inevitéble'that some‘portio of what occurred in the classrooms

went unobserved. Oﬁ the other hand, with thf .number of periods observed, the

hopexthat the class;oom would be fairly accuratelytfepresented seemed reasonable.
Another frequently 6ccurriﬁg pattern of behavior made thgvébserver's task

! 5 -
difficult. In many classrooms, half a dozen or more §yall groups of pupils would

be at work on different tasks, with adults with a number of +the small groups.
The typical behavior of the adult was to spéak softly so as not to disturb other

groups nearby. Pupils, to a greater or lesser degree, tended to follow this
” . i \ N

.. A
. J ‘ . |
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same pattern. As a consequence, it was frequently difficult to hear interaction
between teacher and pupils in a subgroup or to tape record ‘it, The effect was a

quiet group in a noisy room, or perhaps one not so much noisy as busy. At the

extreme, but not uncommonly, it was possible to sit directly at the elbow of a

teacher working with individual pupils and be unable to heatr a word that was said

between the teacher aiid the pupils R— {

The activities coded from tape suffer a further diséﬂvéntage in that they
represent only the verba! activities in the classroom. This is not a particular
problem with the Reciprocal Category System (RCS), s}nce it is inEended to record
only verbal activities anyway. But for the Cagnitive faxonomy this is a somewhat
greater disadvantage. A child may be wo;king with cuisinaire rods, build;ng a

stack of blocks with a repeating sequence of colors, or carrying out a classifica-
5

tion task by himself, and the@e would be no record of the cognitive complexity of

this behavior recorded on the tape. To the extent that programs differ in the
proportion of ‘the learning activities that take place in verbal interaction, their
representation on the Cognitive Taxonomy will differ.

On the other hand, the data collected from tape is relatively in;xpénsive
in compariﬁon to the cost of live data, so that it need ;da relatively little
information to be justified.

On the whole, the data recorded live are probably reasonably represénta-
tive of the classrooms observed, although certhinly less than complete. The data
taken from tape are probably less representative, and this will need to hs recog-
nized in the interpretation of the results.

As another aspect of the overall procedure, data were collected on a num-

ber of occasions from the Follow Through teachers in Jacksonville, toward an

t




analysis of the effect of the presence of an observer team over a period of
time. Before these data were analyzed, however, two studies were published
that explored the question more extensively than would have been possible here,

so the local analysis was dropped.

Observer Effects

The '"conventional wisdom'' of workers in this area seems to be that the

ve

~ observer §oon’béCUme§“§art of the woodwork for the pupils, if he never inter-
acts ‘with them and never takes part in any of the activities of the classroom
{(Medley and Mitzel, 1963). He probably ceases tonbe a matter of coﬁcern for
the teacher much more slowly for mos? teachers; is never a concern for some
teachers, and probably never ceases being a conéern for others.

Only recently have empirical data appeared on the question. Masling
and Stern (1969) observed two fullidays in each of 23 fourth and fifth grade
cléssrooms, and correlated observational measures at dif?ering separations in
time from each other. They hypothesized that the effect’ of the observer should
diminish in time, so that later oBservationsﬁshould correlate more highly with
each other than early ones would with late ones. They coﬁment; "These correla-
tions show no discernible pattern over time," and conclude that two interpreta-
tions of the data are possible: ". . . (a) observer influence is negligible.
(b) the effects of the observer are more.complex than had been foreseen and
affect various aspects of teacher and pupil behavior differntially. It is
difficult to tell from the present data which conclusion is more appropriate or
even if both cannot 1eéitiﬁately be made" (p. 353).

Saméh (1968) made tape recordings without the teacher's knowledge, and

compared these to behavior recorded live by an observer. Teachers' agréement

to participate in a study of pupil behavior_ was obtained, four microphones were

43
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installed in each classrooﬁ, and teachers were tcld, that recording'would not be

begun until after pupils had had time to get u559 to the'presencefof the micro-
phones. A month later teadhers.were told that/}ecording would soon begin, but

it had actually begun ten ﬁays after the m%ﬁ%ophopes were installéd. During

this early period, con}?p{ or baseline Qg%a were collected, using’Flanders Inter-
action Analyéis. Pol}é;ing this, obsgf;ers collected live data.f After the com-

!

: / .
pletion of data col}lection, teachers were informed of the deception and their

- .-_...ﬁr-.._.._.,_,}. .

permission to usglihe data was solicited. Teachers were also asked to indicate
the style of teach{ig they thought ideal on the same dimensions;studied in the
research.. )

The finding of priméfy relevance to this study is the comparison of the .
baseline data to data collected when a previously scheduled observer waskﬁresent
in thé classroom. Five variables from Flanders Interaction Analysis were tested
for significanée of change'(all comparispns‘were in terms of deviations of each
teachek from hgr‘own ideal). Significant change was éound for two of the five
variables: the amount of praise produced by the teacher increased when an ob-
server was present, and the amount of criticism decreased. In each case the dif-
ference between means for the control and experimental conditions was about three
quarter$ of a standard deviation. Again, this is the)variability of differences .

rd

between observed and ideal behavior for individual teachers, and probably is ‘much

-

”

smaller than the variability of behavior across teachers.
None of the other three variables showed significant change. They were

the total of teacher acceptance of pupil's ideas, the I/D ratio (the ratio of

the teacher's acceptance of feeliég, praise, acceptance of ideas‘and questioning

to her lecturing, giving directions, and criticizing), and the i/d ratio (similar

to I/D, but omitting questions and lecture, the primarily substantive categories).

» . 414
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The changes were roughly a third of a standard deviation or less for these

-

latter differences.

It seems rea;onable to assume that teaching is a difficult and complex
task, and that altering one's style is easiesp fér the“more obvious. aspects,
such as praising pupils more and criticizing them less. By this interpretation
the more complex measures of teacher behavior may have changed little, either
because most teachers do not teach by a conceptual scheme that includes then,

. )
or-because—they-are-more difficult to monitor. > ,

~

Overall, even the statistically significant changes do not appear great
in terms of the variability of behavior from teacher to teacher, so that if
seems reasonable to assume that teacher behavior apes not change greatly as a
consequence of the pgesénce of an observer. If the change a teacher makes is

in the direction of a true%\impfementation of her philosoph}'as Samph's study

. 1\

suggests, and if programs ﬁP Follow Through follow different philosophies,

then the effect of an obser&er should be to sharpen program differences. But

- ~.

~—

when it is recognized that the present study is analyzing approximately 400
items of classroom behavior, it seems réasonable to hopa that not mény of them
were affected very much.

Analysis of Observational Data

As each five-minute observation period was compteted, the nature of the
activity was described briefly on a record sheet. After the data collection
phase of the project was over, several schemes for classifying these activities
were tried out. It was immediately apparent that not all activities that

occurred could be separately classified without the data being so finely broken

down that analysis could not be carried out within any one of the categories.

The final classification scheme that was adopted was one which represented
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simultaneously the degree of cognitive focus and of teacher direction; ranging
from clear '"teaching" situations, in which the objectives were clear to the
teacher and to the pupils; to an intermediate level, in which the objectives
were clear to the teacher, but the pupils might not have been‘ aware that the
activity had an educational purpose (story time, for instance); to ;ctivities
in which the nature and direction of the activity was a matter of the pupil's
choice (free-play, for example).

The conclusion was reached that anélyzing separately by category was not

functional on the basis of an initial factor anal}sis of the TPOR in whicﬂ each
activity by each teacher eptered the analysis separately. For many teachers,
then, three different sets of observational data entered the analysis, one for
each activity level. As a check on the usefulness of this somewhat unconventional
procedure, however, the data for all activities were pooled for each teacher, and
the analysis repeated. An appa?;ntly clearer set of factors emerged, so that for
all subsequent analyses all observation data for each:classroom were pooled.

The next”%tep in the analysis of each set of obgervafional data was to

¢

calculape means and standard deviations for each of the items. Items wif%*very
small means and/or variances were then either eiiminated-or pooled with related
items. Following this procedure, an area transformation was carried out item
by item to make the data as nearly normally distributed as possible, and with
apbrpximately equal variabilities. The first of these considerations seemed
important since many items showed essentially "J-curve" distributions; and

equality of variances was important because incomplete factor scores were to-be

calculated later which would involve simply summing and averaging a series of

items of behavior without further weigﬂting.
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/ The data for each observation system were next factor analyzed separately
using principle components factor extraction with multiple R squared: in the
diagonal, followed by varimax rotation of a series of numbers of factors. Rather
than relying on one or more of the various,rq}e-of-thumb criteria for number of
factors to rotate, a series of factors were rotated, and the output interpreted.
The number of factors rotated which seemed to offer the clearest set of inter-

pretations was retained; although on several occasions additional series of fac-

tors were rotated, seeking greater clarification. Earlier research (Soar, 1966)
had suggeated that the usual criteria for selecting number of factars to rotate
are not functional for observational data of this sort, and the results for
these analyses continue to support that conc¢lusion. Examination of the eigen-
values, for example, shows that few factors were retained for which the eigea-
value was less than three, and even fewer for which ia was less than two. When
factors were rotated to eigenvalues near one, the factors seemed unreasonably
fractionated, or uninterpretable.

After the decision had been reached about the number of factors to be
rotated for each observation schedule, incomplete factor scores were calculated
by simply pooling the T-scores for those measures which loaded *.40 or above:
on each of the factors. Although Glass and Maguire (1965) have criticized this
procedure, Horn's comments (1965) seem more compelling. He points out that fac-
tor analysis, as any other least squares estimating procedure, will capitalizé on
idiasyncrat@c variance, and that small numbers of subjects and large nuqbers of’

\
measures aggravate this problem. As a consequence, validity shrinkage oﬁ\cross—
va11dat10n becomes extensive. The incomplete factor score procedure c1te3\above

2

minimizes the effects of idiosyncratic variances and validity shrinkage. It

\

does so at the cost of permitting factors to be correlated, rather than ortﬁbgonal,

i
\
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as complete factor scores would be. This is the major criticism made by Glass
and Maguire, but since this assumption is typically made only for computational
convenience, it seems. the much less compelling issue of the two. Following

the calculation of factor scores, differences between program means were tested
using.Duncan's ifew multiple range test (Dixon, 1970). “

In addition to the orthogonal rotations described above, oblique rotations
were also carried out with each set of data for the first year using the simple
loadings procedure (Jennrich and Sampson, 1966). In no case for any set of data
did two Factors correlate as highly as .3, and correlations above .2 were quite
rare, sq that the varimax rotations were rgtained in all cases. (This conclusion
applies/ to the complete rotated factors, not the incomplete factor scores). |

//These procedures (except for oblique rotations) were repeated for the data
of‘thé second year. Sincé factor structures differed to varying degrees from one
yéar to the other, each year's structure was applied to both sets of data, and
the structure retainéd which seemed clearest, discriminated programs best, or

related most strongly to pupil growth.

In the first year's analysis of FLAC, the affect‘items had been summed
within the eight subseftions (Teacher, Nonverbal, Supportive; Pupil, Nonverbal,
Supportive, etc.), and the pools had entered into analysis. Subsequent analysis
of items indicated that they were 50t homogeneous within a subsection, so in the
second year's analysis of FLACCS one factor analysis was carried out on the con-
trol ‘items, another on the affect items, and a third on the items that had loaded
most heavily on each of the factors from the first two analyses. This latter
analysis is the one reported. Because of the extensive revision of the instrument,
no attempt was made to report both years' data on the same set of factors.

The rating scales were also correlated with the classroom mean pupil gain

/
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measures for each year's data. Some items are the same, but some have been re-
- )

vised, others eliminated, and new ones added. The data are reported separately

for each year.

*

-

Analysis of Pupil Data

The firsf year, SRI divided several s@andardized angAexperimental tests
into parallgl thirds to minimize testing time, and administered this battery in
the fall ana spring to a sample of Foliow Through classrooms. Pre- and post-
scores were available to this project for some of the classrooms in our sample
from these administrations. The tests used in first grade included the Metro-
politan Readiness Test, one of Deutsch's Early Childhood Inventories, and the
Caldwell-Soule Pre-School Inventory. In kin&ergarten, in addition to these, the

Lee-ClarkﬁReading Readiness Test and the other Early Childhood Inventory were

given. .Data were available for at least half of the pupils‘in 20 first grade
cla;srooms, and from 23 to 35 kindergarten classrooms, depending on the test.
Ad&itional measures were administered, but not analyzed because of missing data.

Thése da;a were reduced to regressed gain scores and factor analyzed |
separately by kindergarten and first grade. Factor scorés were calculated from
these analyses, reduced to means by classroo;; and these means were then cor-
related with factor scores from the observational data. In addition, selected
sets of data were stdaied by fitting curves to the relations between observa-’
tional data and pupil growth data. The usefulness of this approach was sug-
gested by earlier work (Soar, 1968).

Tﬂé second year, SRI éhanged both‘the test battery and fhe grouping of
pupils for testing, but abbreviated versions were used agaig. Kinderggrten
classes were given the Lee-Clark Reading Readiness Test, two of the subtests
from the Deutsch Early Childhood Inventory, the Caldwéll-Soule Pre-School

49
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Inventory, the Wide Range Achievement TesY, and a self-concept measure assembled

from two existing measures. Entering firstgrade classes (those without kinder-

garten éxperience in Follow Through) were given the same battery. Nonentering

\

first grade pupils (those with experience QQ\FQI ow Through kindergartené) were
given the Metropolitan Readiness Test,JZ:: tlsts made of items supplied by spon-
sors, the Wide Range Achievement Test, and the same elf-concept measure. The
achievement tests were combined into measures called "guantitative-computational,"
'verbal-linguistic,'" and "percep“tual-motor."L

In our analysis of the first year's data, factor analysis of the gain
scores from each grade level "had produced two factors, one identified as Simple-
Concrete, the other as Abstract-Complex, which correlated differently with the .

classroom observational measures. So it seemed desirable to attempt to create

new groupings of items and subtests paralleling the factors identified in the

i

I

analyses of the first year's data.

. 1 ,‘: . ETNT . .

Procedures paralleling those of-~the first year were fcllowed in a general
way.,. except tﬁét the need to work with regressed gain for items as well as sub;
tests created problems in the analysis (the Sponsor Boéks, and the WRAT tc some
extent, included HeterOgeneous items not grouped into conventionai subtest form,
with possible scores ranging from one to twenty). As a consequence, some of the
subscores in the second year's data come from factér analysis, and others come
from item analysis using a priori clusters of items or results from factor analy-
sis as a starting point. . As before, factor scores were reduced to classroom
means, and correlated with the classroom observation data. Tﬁe details of the
problems, the rationale, and the procedures which were evolved, are présented )
in Appendix B.

In the first year's data, 55 of the 70 classrooms observed are Tepre-

sented in at least some of the pupil data analyses. Some classrooms were

,,<50




- 40 -

-

observed for THe sake of program deséription which were known not to be in SRI's
sample. In the second year's data, only 40 tlassrooms are represented in the
analysis of pupil data. Agd?n, some classrooms not in SRI's sample were followed;

other reasons. for loss of classrooms are detailed in Appendix C.

Results

Pupil Regressed Gain Measures ' _— ‘ e

As described in the procedure sgction, measures of Pupil growth differing
in complexity or abstractness were sought from the measures administered by SRI,
using factor analysis and item analysis.

’ Achievement Data; 1969 - A two factor rotation for first grade and a

three factor .rotation for kindergarten are shown in Table 3. It can be seen that
there is considerable similarity across the two analyses, despife the larger num-
ber of tests for kindergarten. In general, the Simple-Concrete measures require

pexrformance such as naming letters or numbers, performance which seems not to re-
quire processing of information but only retrieval. The Complex-Abstract factor

13

score, on thc other hand, requires pupils to compare complex figures, to copy

figures or shapes, or to possess broad information which is not particularly school

LY

oriented.
1

Achievement Data, 1970 - \n preparatién for calculating regressed gain

scores for the four subgroups of pupils defined by black, white, high social
status .and low social status, fall and spring means were calculated on each mea-
sure. Table 4 reports results for the a priori composites of Simple-Concrete
and_Complex-Abstract pupil growth for the four subgroups. There does not appear

to be a consistent tendency for more growth in blacks or whites, or for high or

_low social status to grow more during the year. The small differences that appear

=

o1
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Table 3 -

Factor Analyses of Kindergarten and First Grade
Regressed Gain Scores - 1969

Kinderg

irteh

> First Grade

, Factors : Factors?
Subtest Description 1 "2 '3 h? 1 2 h2
Lee=Clark-Reading_Readiness e d
1. Letter Matching 05 62" .28 .46 Test
2. Letter Cross-out A1 48" 28 32 not
3. Vocab. § Instructions .03 .54 .04 .30 given °
- 4. Ident. Letters § Words 24 .57F 16 .4
Metropolitan Readiness R e
1. Word Meaning .46 .15 .03 .24 .49 .03 .24
2. Listening .38 .12 .08 17 .36 -.07 .14
3. Matching 46% .32 .09 .32 .39 .20, .19
4. Alphabet .33 .22 46% .37 .24 .58 .40
5. Numbers .28 .31 .24 .24 :33* .29 .19
6. Copying .33 .20 .16 .18 .44 .14 .21
Deutsch Early Childhood Inventory .
1. Pre-Math .39 .21 .03. .20 Test
2. Pre-Science .42 01 .09 .18 not
3. Pre-Positions 43% .00 .26 .25 given
Deutsch Early Childhood Inventory . : .
1. Alphabet .00 .08 .72 .54 -.09 .71 :51
2. Numerals .10 .20 .57 .38 .20 .62% .42
3. Shape Names .31 A1 .25 17 46* .18 .25
Pre-School Inventory (Caldwell-Soule) R
1. Social Responsiveness .48* .06 .19 .28 .39 .38 .30
2. Associate Vocabulary .54* -.09 .25 .37 .54 .35 .41
3. 'Concept Activation Numerical .51 11 .34 .38 .33 .22 162
. 4. Concept Activation Sensory 27 .13 .32 19 .42% 13 .19
Factor Title Complex- Un-  Simple- Complex- Simple-

Abstract named Concrete

Abstract Concrete

- Iy = 731

476

2y =

* . . . :
Measures loading .40 or over were carried into factor -scores.
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o Table 4  *

Fall and Spring Standings for Four Kindergarten Subgroups
on A Priori Composite Scores

. 1970 .
Standard
Means Deviations
, . . ) Raw : ’
Subtest Description | N  Fall Spring Gain Fall  Spring
3 )
Complex-Abstract COmposSite
Black, High SES 73 9.26 12,15 2.89 2,67 2.61
- _Low SES 105 9.45 11.60 .2.15 3,26  3.49
White,.High SES - 36 12.44 14.64 .2.20 3.30 2.90
. ‘Low SES Y 35 11.09 13.71  2.62 2.99 2.89
1
\
_Simple-—Concfete.Composite2
Black, High SES 73 12.16 17.89 5.73 4,28 4,55
Low SES 105 9.62 15.91 6.29 - 4.73 5.44
‘White, High SES 36 14.72 20.61 5.89 5.90 2.33
Low SES 35 10.71 16.84 6.23 5.68 5.32

lpreschool Inventory: Social Responsiveness, Asscciate Vocabulary, Concept
: Activation, Numeric ’ .

2Early Childhood Inventoxy: Alphabet, Numerals
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"show no consistent pattern to be associated with the particular subgroup. This

blacks ap& whites for a subgroup of the first year data (Honeycutt, 1971), which

showed one significant difference for 13 comparisons. The t's were more often

~

less than 1 (Table 5).

€
-

This was a convenience for the statistical analysis, but more important,

-~

the implications that it*has for education seem considerable.. In the current

climate of controversy, one issue of which revolves around the question of
3

\

\
i

y

.growth that took place during elementary school occurred during the summers, -

groups, but they diverged during the intervals representing the summers. These

‘the major differences between social status groups in the amount of academic

—
whether black pupils are capable of learning abstract concépts (or whether lower

class pupils are capable of ;uéh léarning), the'finding of such similar patterns
of growth during school year is very reassuring. The black subgroups do start
at ailower position and finigh at a lower position than white subgroups do; and
lower social status groups start and finish in lower positions than high socio-
economic gr&ups do, but growth during the year appears to be siﬁilar. These

results appear to agree with those of Hayes and Grether (1969) who found that :

rather than during the school year. In their data, slopes representlng growth

dur1ng the school year were essentlally parallel across socio-economic status

data agree in general with that conclusion.

1
|
conciusion was supported| by tests of differences in regrgssion coefficients for
The results of the fictor analyses of the kindergarten and entering first
grade data are' shown in Table 6. It can be seen that there is considerable simi-
larity acrosj the two factor analyses -- perhaps a surprising degree of siﬁilarity

when it is T cognized that the kindefgartens were largely urban ard northern, and

s "‘***/ " i
covered a range of programs from contingency management to open classrooms,.
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' Table § < Q ) P
t-tests for the-Regression Coefficients of Pretest on Raw Gain Scoxés
- . |
 h , . I
3 First Grade !
+ ° Test or Subtest Black White <t
@ ‘ |
N 190 176
|~ . p - , - -
Metropolitan’ Readiness Test
Y 1. Word Meaning -.54 -.45 .94
2. Listening -.69 -.74 A3
3. Matching . ‘ -.63 -.63 A2
4. Alphabét ) , =.73 -.83 . 3.07
5. Numbers -.45 -.53 1.06 .
6. Copying -.44 -.47 .33
Early Childhood Inventory (Deutsch) : ,
.. 1." Alpliabet ' ' -.81 -.84 .74 .
2. Numerals -.73 -.73 .07 '
4 3. Shape Names -.49 -.54 .66
’ Pre-School Inventory (Caldwell-Soule)
» . 1. Social Responsiveness *=.70 -.76 .67
. 2. Assoclate Vocabulary -.53 -.68 1.49
) 3. Concept Activation, Numerical -.53 -.54 .06
" 4. Concept Activation, Sensory -.77 -.68 1.07
+ B 9
*p <2.01 ‘ .

e
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. .
Measures loading

.40 or over were carried into factor scores.

Table -6
Factor Analyses of Kindergarten-and Entering First Grade )
Regressed Gain Scores - 1970 ) b
L
s
Kindergarten . Entering 5
. Factorsl First Factors 5
| 1 2 3 2 T 2z 3 h
Lee-Clark Reading Readiness . )
1. Letter Crdss-out -.02 .04 67. .45 .21 .20 .497 .32,
2. Ident. of Letters & Words .08 .21 .43 .24 -.10 .08 .53 .30
- 'Deutsch Early Childhood Inventory . .
1. Alphabet 72 .05 14 .54 .67 .04 .06 .45
2. Numerals i .52 .04 .53 .55 .54 .09  .45% .50
-Pre-School Inventory (Caldwell-
Soule)
1. Sorial Responsiveness .21 .18 .36 21 .32+ .30 .35 .32
2. Associate Vocabulary .09 .15 .35* .16 .19 .33 .40* .30
3. Concept Activation, Sensory .23 .21 53, .37 .23 .25 .41 .29
4. Concept Activation, Numerical.l7 .19 .44 .26 .10 .32 .34 .23
Wide-Range Achievement Test .
1. Name Spelling .36 .29 .35 4 .05 .07 .55 .31
2. Copying Marks .25 07 .26 12 -.02 .28 .32 .19
3. Spelling Words from Dicta- N A .
tion .00 .71 .14 ~93 .19 647 .11 .45
4. Counting Dots 24, .22 .14 .12 .03 02 .32 .11
5. Oral Numbers .50 .02 .50 .49 .08 .60 .36, .49
6. Shewing Fingers .26 .37 417 .38 .15 .33 .71 .63
7. Which Ts More? . .23 437 .13 .25 .22 427 .33 .34
, 8. Solving Oral Problems .24 56 .17 .39 .12 .60* .28 .45
9. Written Computation A3 .700 .18 .55 -.10, .67° .35 .58
10. Recog. Two Letters in Name .53 .21 .14 .35 .47 -.06 .24 .28
11. Naming 13 Letters 74% .07 .06 .55  .46" .40 -.17 .39
12. Recognizing 10 Letters .33 10,26 .19 .26 .ll* =.03 .08
13. Word Reading Aloud -.05 .78 .16 .63 .08 .67 -.01 .46
Factor Title Simple- Skill Complex-  Simple- Skill Complex
AN Concrete Abstract Concrete Abstract
IN = 249
2N =190

f
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whereas the entering first grades were primarily(rural and/or southern, and

involved only three programs, all stressing the personal-social development of

—— i

children. * Y

.
R W PR,

Comparison of Tables 3 and 6 shows extensive change in the battery of .
tests administered to pupils from the first to the second year, so it is not
surprising to find a differeﬁt factor structure. As with the first year:s N
analyses of the kindergarten, three factors Qer? rotated, althdhgﬁ'one of these
was a different factor. Two of the factors seemed to parallel the first year's
analysis: a Simple-Concrete factor, and a Complex-Abstract one. Instead of the
factor made up of the Lee-Clark in the first year's data, a ne@ third factor
emerged which appeared to represent skills-learning such as re;ding, arithmetic
computation, spelling, 'aind comparing quantitative concepts. Thi;'latter factor
apparently emerged as a consequence of the addition of the WRAT to the battery
since it représents‘aﬁtivities\of thig sort to a high degree.

The Abstract -Complex factor 1 rather d1fferent in nature the second year.

.\\

Heither the Metropolitan nor the Copylng Figures subtest from the Early Child- -

hood Inventory was administered :§ these pupils the second year, and these tests

\
K .

had been important contributors to\‘he fiist year's Abstract factor. *Rather, two
measures from the Lee-Clark, which::é\fade a separate fdctor .in the first year's
kindergarten data, were added to the faéig?, perhaps because the instructions and
the method of recording are complex, althcugh the tasks do not appear to be., Also
added to the factor was Numerals from the Early Cu11dh00<;’?ventory (which 5150

loaded on‘{he Concrete factor), Name Spelling EEQ\\:he entering first grade), and

Showing Flngers. All in all, these items seem closer to skill than the Abstract

factor from the prev1ous year, \

\

Data reported in Appendix D show that at least the\Simple-Concrete factor

i

57

s
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rank orders programs differently than the Skill and Complex-Abstract factor; do,
for kindergarten pupils. The small number of classrooms should not be taien as
representing programs, but the different orders for the same pupils do suggest
that the measures differ in the kinds of érowth they refiect. .No difflerences
which could not be assumed to be chance were found between entering first grade

program groups. But with nine classrooms, and three programs, non€ of which is

4

.strongly skill-oriented, this is not surprising.

For the honentering first grade pupils, composites were created by item
analysis, using criterion item groups created by both a priori and’factOr analytic
procedures. These composites are shown in Table 7. In preliminary analyses of
the data, the items tended to break up into those which had been individually
administered,'ahd those which had been group administered. As a consequence,

Simple-Concrete, Skill and Complex-Abstract composites were created separately
P

for each mode of administration.

The relationships between these composites are shown in Table 8. The Group

- !

and Individual Abstract scores are not highly relgped, but mode of administration
(or the nature of the task), appears to make less difference for the Skill and

e > i
Simple-Concrete measures. The Complex-Abstract and Simple-Concrete measures re-

late at a low level, but Skill relates at a somewhat higher level with both of

. these. Overall, the pattern of correlations supports the concept of a dimension

of degree of abstractness <or complexity, with the three classes of measures
spaced along it.
The Simple-Concrete and ;kill measures seem much like those identified in
the earlier two groups. The {n%ividual Complex-ABstfact seems relaqivel; similér
to that of the kindergarten-entering first data, but the Group Abstract seems more

like the first year's Abstract factor, with considerable overlap with the subtests

58
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Table 7
—_ Items Comﬁined Into Subscores for Nonentering First Gradée, 1970
Complex-Abstract Skill Simple-Concrete
Group
N MRT! Word meaning . MRT! Numbers MRT! Alphabet
Matching SIGZ Word recognition SIG2 Count and wrf5§
Copying - Make gides equal Order alphabet
Make # lines
‘ -
Add-Bal. Equation
Individual
- s113 Cone, Hidden Figures s113 Reading Words SII3 Count from
Verbal opposites Read nonwords WRAT4 Reading numbers
Similarities Number reading  Name 13 letters
Inconsistencies "How many 10's .
WRAT? Oral problems . Add and subtract

WRAT# Spelling
Which is more
Written computation

Word reading

Ipr - Metropolitan Readiness Test
251G - Sponsor Items (Group) l
3SII - Sponsor Items (Individuals)

o
\\\.4WRAT - Wide ‘Range Achievement Test

ERIC - . 59

et R
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)

Table 8

13

Correlations Between Subscores for Nonentering First Grade®

Variable

“~.Group

Individual

Total

Complex-Abstract
Skill
Simple-Concrete
Complex-Abstract
Skill

Simple-Concrete

Complex-Abstract
Skill

Simple-Concrete

.28

.17

37
.26

.19
.87
.29

.20

.40

.43

.67

%42

.44

.76

.45

.29
.50

.68

.29
.44

.87 -.

.52

.25

.83

(N

.44

43
.98

.44

.27

.42

.98

.45

.44

*

N =

209




of the Metropolitan that entsred that factor.

The differences in the kinds of pupil attainment indicated by these
measurcs seem import¥amt. Data reﬁorted in Appendix D indicate that when the
same group of pupils in several program§ is examined across the sev;ral measures,
the program with the lowest mean pupil growth on the Group Complex-Abstrggt mea-
sure, has the highest pupil growth on the Skill measure. That is, aLthough all
of the measures reflect intellectual growth, the nature of the growth differsb
enough to be capable of reflecting differences in program. The numbers of class-
rboms,age too small to be representative, but the change from measure to measure
for the same pupils seems important.

Té}s findisng points up another aspect of the test battery which seems
impprtaﬁ£ in reélation to program evaluation. That is that when simply totaled,
the WRAT has about as many possible points by itself as the rest of the tests in

-
the battery combined. Since it appears to be predominantly skill-oriented, it

has the potential of overdetermining any kind of battery total. Other tests con-
tain some additio;al items reflecting skill attainment, whereas the items reflec-
ting the broad, nonschool-oriented information in the Grouf Complex-Abstract mea-
sure are relatively'%ew. The small number of these items makes separating out

the differing kinds of growth important in evaluating Follow Through. In addition,
the wide use and predictive po&er demonstrated in the past by the Metropolitan ‘

R

Readiness Test (where the Group Abstract measure occurs) seem important.

Self-Concept Data, 1969-1970 - For 1969, self-concept data were available
for both fall and spring on so few classes in sufficient numbers to analyze, that
no analysis was attempted.

In the 1970 data, adequate numbers of cases were available, but examina-

tion of the items suggested that they were too diverse to simply sum, so factor

N

.. 61
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analysis of fall and spring sﬁatus scores was carried out (to minimize the
i
reliability problem). The loadings were marginal, however, suggesting that

1nd1V1dual items were insuffiCiently reliable to 'support analySis for change.

\ Further analysis of these data was not attempted

Observational Measures and Their Relatidn to Pupil Growth

The four instruments used for observation had over 400 items and measures

" of behaVior. Medley and Mitzel (1963) pOint out that single items typically do

not have high reliability, but reliability increases rapidly as items are pooled.
Since many of the items could be assumed to overlap with each other, factor anal-
ysis was used as a way of identifying clusters of behavior that tended to occur
together, and independently of other clusters. As indicated in the procedure‘,
section, items with loading of %, 40 or'greater were combined into incomplete fac-
tor scores by summing algebraically, with equal weighting: These factor scores
were then used to test for differences between programs using the multiple range
test (Dixon, 1970). The homogeneous subsets reported in tablee’for each instru-
ment, and the’bonsignificant ranges shown in Appendix.D, represent subgroups of
programs which do not differ significantly from each other. The presence of more
than one subset or nonsignificant range indicates the existence of a significant
difference between programs. These multiple range tests are presented in Jetail

in Appendix D.

Teacher Practices Observation Record (TPOR) - The factor structure from

the 1970 data was chosen as the one on which programs would be compared for the
two year data. The factors and their characteristics are described below. A
summary of the results of the multiple range tests is reported in Table 9, and

correlations of each factor with classroom mean pupil growth are presented in

Tables 10 and 11.

62
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Table 9
Teacher Practices Observation Record
Multiple Range Tests of Program Discriminations

\ 3

AY

A
\

1969 . 1970

Homogeneous Homogeneous
Factor Subsets - F Subsets ~~ F
\\
1 - Pupil free Choice vs Teacher | ;
Stru7¢ured Activity 4 9,83%* 4 8.76%*
2 - Expérimental Teaching 3 4.25%* 3 2.46*
i
3. - L¢ss vs More Differentiation ) 2 5.67** 3 4,21%*
4 - Nonexperimental Teaching 3 9.67** 4- 8?67*?
5/; Intrinsic Motivation in a
Task Setting 2 2.24% 2 1.54

6 - Positively Focused Teaching 5 17,69%* 4 11.74%*

1

/ N = 70 Classrooms
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(1) Pupil Free Choice vs Teacher Structured Activity - This factor

(Table 12) appears to contrast experimental teaching in the Deweyan sense (the

even-numbered items), with nonexperimental teaching (the odd-numbered items).

o

The positive pole (the loadings with no sign) appears to reflect a great deal .

of pupil freedom of choice, a rich variety of materials, and much actiQity and
informality. All of the. items appear te be ones which might be checked in a
free-play setting. Noticeably absent is much emphasis on the Nature of the

“

Problem and Development of Ideas.

The negative pole, in contrast, appeafs to fepresent a situation struc-
tured by the teacher, with restricted materials and little pinl actibity. Again,
there is little representation of the Nature of the Problem‘orﬂthe Development of
Ideas. 1In a sense this factor seems like a free-play vs "teaching" situation,
but the teaching situation scems more like stage setting or classroom routine
than teaching. . - .

The factor differentiates programs with ag F of 9.83 for the first year's
data, and 8.76 for the second, both statistically significant. It does not

relate significantly td pupil subject matter growth for either ycar, however.

(2) Experimental Meaching - The essence of this factor appears to be

the involvemént of the puéil with a problem which is uncertain or incomplete.
He is encouraged to explore, to sit and think, to suggest alternatives, but
is required to test his hypotheses and to be reall.tic (Table 13). e
The factor differentiates programs significantly both years, with F's
of 4.25 and 2.46, but does not correlate with growth for kindergarten pupils
or first grade pupils the first year. For entering first pupils the second

year it correlated above .70 with \bstract (significant). Although not signifi-

cant for the nonentering first grudes, it relates in the .40's with Group

|

' e
L. 65
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- Table 12
Teacher Practices Observation Record

Factor 1 - Pupil Free Choice vs Teacher Structured Activity

A .
Item Loading Description
2 .71 T makes p center of attention | \
4 .71 T makes d01ng something center of p's attentlon
6 .70 T has p participate actlvely
8 .60 T joins or participates in p' s activities
12 .82 T organizes learning around p's own problem 'or Q
32 .74 T has p make his own collection and analysis of
subject matter
36 .72 T makes a.wide range of information material
‘. available
46 .42 T has p decide when Q has been answered satis-
factorily
54 .82 T has p work independently on what concerns p
60 .68 T approaches subject matter in indirect, informal
way .
1 -.53 T occupies center of attention
3 -.69 T makes some thing as a tthg center of p's
. attention
5 -.68 T has p spend time waiting, watching, listening
11 -.74 T organizes learning around Q posed by T
31 -.40 T collects and analyzes subject matter for p
35 -.64 T relies heavily un texibuok as source of infor-
mation
53 -.46 T holds all p responsible for certain material
to be learned
59 -.62 T approaches subject matter in direct, business-

like way

Eigenvalue = 9,95

LA LY AT

e 1TV AVATI T RRIAT NSRS AN EIRL TGRS UGN AT VNI 3
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Table 13 .

. Teacher Practices Observation Record

Factor 2 - Experimental Teaching !

Item Loading

Description

10 " .57
14 .76
16 .71
18 .42
20 ".61
22 .74
CL 24 .62
26 . .70
34 .45
42 .42
44 .47
46 .54
48 .65
50 .49
60 .45

Eigenvalue = 6.77

encourages p to express self freely

involves p in uncertain or incomplete situation

leads p to Q or problem which ("stumps" him

emphasizes realistic, disconcorting, or "ugly"
aspects of topic,

=33 = -3

T asks Q that is not readily answerable by study
of lesson
T permits p to suggest additional or jalternative

* answers L
T asks p to judge comparative value f answers
or suggestions N
T encourages p to guess or hypcthesize about the
unknown ,r untested
has p find detailed facts and information on
his own .
withholds judgment on p's behavior or work
encourages p-to put his ideas to a test
has p decide when Q has been answered satis-
factorily
asks p to evaluate his own work
gives p time to sit and think, mull things over
approaches subject mattq& in indirect, informal
. way :

S a3\

-3

\
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Abstract, and in the .50's with Individual and Total Abstract. It seems reason-

able that a factor of this nature should relate to Abstract Griwth, .rather than .

to Skill or Concrete. _

(3) Less vs More DifferentJation - The factor title appears to be an

* e

adequate description for this factor, but with externalJdisciplinary control

supporting the undifferentiated activity (Table 14). It discriminated signifi-

»

cant}y between prbgrams both“years.' Although the correlations with 66th were

significant, they were consistently negative. For nonentering éi:st grade o
puptts, the relation exceeded -.40 for the Group Skill measure, and for enter1ng
first for Skill A number of other correlations exceeded -.30. The direction

*

of the relation associates less differentiation with less pupil growth. .

(4) Nonexperimental Teaching - Although the‘items;make,cfear that teach-
ing is under the close control of the teacher, thefcontrol appears to be pr1-

marily one of keeping all the pupils together 1n,what they are d01ng, and pre-=

NE -4
venting pupils from straying in directions of their own (Table 15). Pupil plans

which the teacher views as unlikely to be successful cannot be implemented,

doubt and perpléxity are prevented, hard questions or problems are avoided, and . . ?

.

pupils are not permitted free expression. To a considerable degree, the factor

soems to reflect a difference in orientation between. prograpmed learning and an :

- N . -

' . “ — r
inquiry-orientation. 1In the first, learning is broken. into small steps, and

T -

. . 4 ? o : N . . ‘(
questions which cannot be answered correctly at the time are av01ded. In the

-

second, hard questions,’ exploration, and’ free expre551on are encouraged. This
; 1 :
factor seems to be the obverse of ractor 2, Experimental Teaching, - in many- ways

Its "flavor of closing off alternatives emphas%zes the activity and involvement
5 ) i

represented in Factor 2. Although experimental teaching is sometimes thought :

Q

of as undirected the "urging on' which characterized Factor 2 stands out'jsharply .

/ St
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Table 14 -

~

Teacher Practices Observation Record

Factor 3 - Less vs More Differentiation

$ . \

Ttem Loading ' Description \
t
- i
’ 17 _ .45 T emphasizes 1dea112edA reassuring, or "pretty“
aspects of topic |
51 .76 T has all p working at same task at same time '
55 .56 T evaluates work of all*p by a set standard
61 .62 J T imposes external discﬁplinary control on p
\ ) " f .
52 -.75 ' 'T has different p wor &ng at different tasks
/
' Elgenvalue :, 5.63 /
t
Table -15
Teacher Practices Observation Record
. M . //‘ ) ‘Mn—-
Factor 4 - Nonexperimeymal Teaching . (
/
. . ’ ,
Item - Loading Descfiption
. -
/ ] T~
9 ~ .58 T discourages or prevents p from expressing self
freely
13 .71 T prevents situation which causes p doubt or
perplexity”
15 .63 T steers p away from "hard" Q or problem
;o 23 .44 T expects p to come up with answer T has in mind ’
\ 25 .48 T expects p to "know" rather than to guess answer
to Q

33 { .41 | , T provides p with detalled facts and information
43 % .81 T stops p from going ahead with plan which T
. ‘ k ~ \ knows will fail®
8 57 . .59 T motikvates p with privileges, prizes, grades

-
& .

Eigenvalue = 4.52 \ \< §7()

[c
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if one reads the first two words of each item. It discriminated significantly

between programs in both years' data. The factor correlations are not all in

the same direction. It correlates significantly positively with kindergarten
Abstract for 1970, but generally negatively with other Abstract measures. This
is difficult to resolve -- perhaps simply the variability associated with small

samples,

7(5)/ Intrinsic Motivation in a Task Setting - Although thé factor is a
diverse‘gne, the central thread seems to be intrinsic motivation and the pupil
activity thatvgoes with it (Tdﬁle 16). Alihbugh the activity is convergent in
nature, the teacher sometimes withholds judgment and evaluates by different
standards.

The factor differentiates programs significantly in the first year's
data{’But although two subgroups are created by the multiple range test in both
céses, the differqptiation does not create a significant F in the second year's
data, - . . .

The factor correlates above .40 with Skill growth in kindergarten, above

-40 with Skill for entering first grade pupils, and above .70 for Abstract

4

growth. For nongntering first grade pupils, all six correlations for Concrete
and Skill growth are above .40. The pattern of correlations suggests that the
active involvement and excitement of pupils in learning activities'facilitates
gréwthi

%6) Positively Focused Teaching - The flavor of the factor is that of

the teacher who is central asking questions which build on previous wark,

. ) | 4
accepting only answers which agree with her expectations, evaluating the pupil's
answer immediately as right or wrong, apd expecting the child to give evidence

for his answer or helping him to find aﬁd correct his errors (Table 17),

- 71 .
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Table 16

. . /
Fac‘L’- - Intrinsic Motivation in a 'I;;{k Setting
i/
v . - T U
Item Loading Description r -t “«
y -~
N '
6 41 T has p partlci/};ate actively
23 .42 T expects.p to/come up with answer T has in mind _ - ~
42 .48 T withholds judgment on p's behavior or work —"
56 .64 T evaluates Work of different p by different
standards - .
58 .70 T motivates p with~intrinsic—value of ideas or
® activity s
7
Eigenvalue = 3.60 \ ' ‘ -
L .
\ . .
/ - \
1
- (,
‘ - -
|
/




Table 17

Teacher Practices Observation Record

Factor 6 - Positively Focused Teaching

-

Item  Loading

———

Description

1 .42
19 .59
21 - .64
25 .51
30 .58
31 .58
33 .40
35 .7
38 .62
41 4 57
45 (72
49 .51

59 .55

Eigenvalue = 5.92

occupies center of attention

asks Q that p can answer only if he studied the
lesson

accepts only one answer as being correct

expects p to "know' rather than to guess answer
to Q

asks p to support answer or opinion with
evidence

collects and analyzes subject matter for p

provides pupil wifh detailed facts and infor-
mation . '

relies heavily on textbook as sodrcq of
information

helps p discover. and correct factua] errors and
inaccuracies

passes judgment on p's behavior or &ork

immediately reinforces p's answer as "right" or
erongll

provides answer to p who seems confused or
puzzled .

approaches subject matter in direct, business-
like way..

73
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\
In contrast to Factor 4, this teacher is actively moving pupils along inxa
direction which she Hﬁs determined; whereas in Factor 4, pupils are not so much
being urged on as being prevented from straying in directions which seem fo the
teacher to be undesirable. Another contrast exists with Factor é, in which the
teacher gives pupils greater responsibility for their learning and diverg;nt
ideas are encouraged. ,

This factor discriminates programgimore strongly than any other in the
instrument for both years' data, with F's of 17.69 and 11.74. For nonentering
first grade group, it relates positively to the Group Skill measure above .40,
and to the Individual and Total Skill measures above .50. Although only sug-
gesfive, the factor also correlates negatively with Abstract growfh in the .30's
for nonen;ering first grade pupils, and in the .20's for 1969 kindergarten and
first grade pupils.

In summary, the TPOR discriminateS'programs—significantly for five of
: the six factors both yearsT\\EE suggests that experiméntal teaching in the
. Dewe;an sense ;osters abstract growth, and that differentiation, intrinsic
motivation and positively focused teaching support skiil growth.

-
Florida Affective Categories (FLAC) --1969 -

This instrument was modified extensively on the basis of the first year's
work (and renamed). Because of the cﬂanges, data are not reported toge%her for
the two years as with other instruments, but separately .for each year's instru-
ment. The extent to which each factor from the instrument discriminated between
p%ogramé, and correiated with pupil growthj is iﬁd%fated in Table 18. Deta}ls

.

of program comparisons ‘are shown in Appendix D.

kv \
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Table 18

Correlation of Florida Affective Categories with Pupil Growth Scores

and Multiple Range Test Program Discriminations - 1969

Multiple !
Range Test Kindergarten First Grade?
Homogeneous 3
Factor Subsets F Abs. 2 Concr. Abs., Concr.
1 - Free Choice .s Struc-
tured Learning in - )
G¥oups 3 7.60 .10 -.08 .37 -.06
2 - Intermittent Work vs '
Group Singing or Games 2 1.21 -.03 19 -.02 ~.05
-3 - Warm Emotional Climate 2 1.54 .14 -.12 .23 .25
4 - Teachér Negative Affect
v;é?upil Work and Social-
i/ tion with Adults 2 2.13 -.26 .02 23 -.30
5 - Pupil Free to Withdraw,
Seek Reassurance, Pre-
tend, or Express Nega- . .
tive Affect - 2 2.72 .11 -.39 .22 -.07
6 - Teacher Neutral Control
- vs Teacher Support in .
Task Setting 3 2.37 -.28 -.37 -.55" -.12
1y = 70 ¥ p<< .05
2N = 23 *p< .01
3N = 33
4N = 20
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(1) Free Choice vs Structured Learning in Groups - The major pole of

this factor seems to represent diverse activities i;'the cifssroom in which
the pppil is free to choose what he wants to do and how he wishes to do it.
(Seé Table 19). Movement, activfty, interaction with other pupils, and ex-
pres;ion of positive affect appear to be the central theme of the factor. |
While two measures seem a minimal identification of the other pole of the fac-
tor, they support each other in indicating a task group which had been séeci-
fied by the teacher. This factor seems very similar to the first factor from
the TPOR. The similarities of the tiiles reflect basic similarities in the
factors, and the same érograms stand at the extremes for this.FLAC factor and
the TPOR factor for both years' data. The finding that this fa;tor has one of
the highest F ratios for program discrimination, and separates programs into
three subsets, glbng with a similar findirg for the first factor offthe TPOR,
suggests that this dimension is one of the more important ones along which
programs differ -- that is, that it reflects differences in program philoso-
phies. The failure of such a powerful program discriminator to relate to

growth of pupils seems an important finding.

(2) Intermittent Work vs Group Singing or Games - This appears to repre-

sent a\pattern of occasional work interspersed with socialization;.one of indi-

\
v

vidual ind small group activity in contrast to total class involvement in games
and songs (Table 20). It discriminates two subgroups, but does not relate to
pupil growth.

A3) Varm’ﬁ;otional Climate - All of the positive affect sums appear on
P PP

this factor, plus some pupil negative affect with a lower loading (Table 21).

It identifies two subgroups of programs, but the F is not significant and it

does not relate to pupil growth. €

A
E
¥

ES
i

76
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Table 19

Florida Affective Categories System

Factor 1 - Free Choice vs Structured Learning i;Q%roups

Item Loading

Description

3 .70 Teacher moves freely
14 .47 Social group without adult
18 .56 Cognitive plan, pupil problem
21 .73 Pupil's task related movement
22 .46 Pupil's aimless wandering
30 -.68 Pupil's collaborative work or play
33 .41 Pupil talks to others
35 .42 Adult work, teacher initiated
37 .58 ‘Pupil pretends adult i
43 .46. * Pupil uses materials
44 .78 Pupil uses play object as itself
45 .58 Pupil pretends play object is something else
53 .58 Pupil positive nonverbal
11 ™ -.69 Task group with adult
12 -.47 Task group without adult .

Eigenvalue = 6.74
\
/
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Table 20

- Florida Affective Categoriés System

Factor 2 - Intermittent Work vs Group Singing or Games

‘Item Loading Description
20 .55 ) Pupil intermittent work
29 .46 Pupil work .with socialization
33 .52 ‘ Pupil talks to others ~
42 .57 Pupil "fiddles with' materiais
43 .52 Pupil uses materials
1 -.56 ' Teacher leads singing, games  ~

10 -.52 Teacher directs with song, music °

o

\

Table 21
- Florida Affe&tive Categories System

Factor 2 - Warm Emotional Climate

Eigenvalue = 3,04
|
|
|
\
|
|

Item Loading Description
15 .57 . " "Pupil seeks information
27 .54 Pupil seeks reassurance, support
- ‘ 36 .61 Pupil corrects others
40 .47 //A‘ Pupil central - telling, showing ~
‘ ‘ 47 .48 ‘ ) Pupil negative verbal affect
: 48 .74 ‘ Teacher positive verbal
| 49 .79 Pupil positive vérbal
| 52 .46 Teacher positive nonverbal
| 53 .56 Pupil positive nonverbal

v

. Eigenvalue = 4.48




(4) Teacher Negative Affect vs Pupil Work and Socialization with Adults -

The factor seems to represent teacher negative affect in contrast to work‘and“
socialization (Table 22). It creates two subgroups of programs, but the F is
not quite significant and it does not relate Significantly to pupil growth. It
seems surprising that neither affect faétor relates to the growth of pupils.

(5) Pupil Free to Withdraw, Seek Reassurance, Pretend, or Express

-y

Negative Affect - This is apparently another factor which describes pupil free-

dom, but a different sort of freedom than Factor 1 (Table 23). Whereas Factor 1
appeared to describe pupil freedom in choosing and carrying out a task, this
factof suggests pupil freedom to do a variety of other things (withdraw, follow,
seek reascurance, or even expreés negative affect). Another thread is that of
the child fantasizing himself in an adult role and\gf taking responsibility for

maintaining the classroom in an adult way. While the teacher is not directing

or organizing, she is attending to several activities. The factor discriminates

significantly between programs, making two subsets. One of the correlations with
pupil gfowth is ;;gnificant -- a negative relation with Concrete growth in kinder-
garten. In contrast, however, there is no Suggestion tha£ high standing on the
factor inhibits Abstract growth.

(6) Teacher Neutral Control vs Teacher Support in Task Settings - In some

ways this is a perplexing factor (Table 24). Two items warrant explanation.

Item 5, "Teacher supervises pupil closely," represents very close supervision in

-

which pupils carry out instructions a step at a time, under direction by the

teacher. Item 6, "Teacher immobilizes pu 1ls,' represents the intent of the
pup P A

teacher to stop all movement or activity on the part of the pupils. The social

. . . A
activities can bé pictured as occurring fleetingly, even under teacher control.
* 1 . N i

The negative pole represents task activity and teacher positive affect.

79
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Table 22
Florida Affective Categories System

Factor 4 - Teacher Negative Affect vs Pupil Work and Socialization
with Adults

Item Loading Description
¥

6 .44 - Teacher immobilizes. pupil

25 .55 Pupil shy, timfd '

46 .65 Teacher negatzte verbal emehnonm -
50 .62 Teacher negative nonverbal

13 -.44 : " Social grouping with adult

19 -.53 ) Pupil absorbed in work

Eigenvalue = 2.94

Table 23

Florida Affective Categories System ) :

»

Factor 5 - Pupil Free to Withdraw, Seek Reassurance, Pretend,
or Express Negative Affect

Item Loading Description

9 .47 Teacher attends simultaneous activities
22 .68 Pupil aimless wandering ]
24 .72 Pupil withdrawn . ‘
26 .40 Pupil being near, following ‘
27 .47 Pupil seeks reassurance, support
32 .60 : Pupil talks to self
34 .42 Adult work, pupil.initiated '
37 .56 Pupil pretends adult
47 .42 Pupil negative verbal '
51 .56 Pupil negative nonverbal g

Eigenvalue = 4.25 .
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7 Table 24 \j :
. . \

Florida Affective Categories System

Factor 6 - Teacher Neutral Control vs Teacher Support in Task Settings v

K

Item Loading . , Description ,
5 . .58 Teacher .supervises pupil ' v
6 .47 Teacher immobilizes pupils

14 .52 Social group without adult

17 61 ~-Cognitive-plan,—teacher—ptoblem

28 .61 » Pupil parallel play

16 - -.56 ’ " Pupil gives informatighn

20 -.47 Pupil intermittent wgrk

52 -. 44 Teacher positive nonverbal

Eigenvalue = 3.83




° . \ o

The €%e _;‘g__ criminates signific: antly between programs. The difference
in its nature from the control identified-in—Factor 1 is illustrated by the .
finding that one of the programs which stresses freedom of choice an?vseiection
of activity by pupils and which stood high on Factor 1, also statds ﬁigh on

this_factor which reflects a kind of close control. Conversely, one of the pro-

grams whose ratipnale encourages teacher control of subject matter placed at the \

) /
bottom of this factor. Even in those classrooms 1n wh1ch the 1tems represent1n2

; ) 4 < . P
ﬁ__wsa&_@ntt%mmﬁ.ﬁmmmuﬂmawnummawr
, Lo, . . - . ’ ‘
behavior occurrlng in classrooms in which pupil freedom is a part of program \

ratlonale suggests that teachers may occasionally fee;/the need to 1mpose vrder

f
on a classroom which has become more active and d/;erse than the teacher 1§ com-

o

fortable with. These thoughts 1ead ‘to a post hoc 1nterpretation: althou h Specu-

lative, perhaps the management of a classroom by a teacher can be thought of as

v et

having two aspects -- a "'structure," a set of limits or a sequence of activities
within which she organizes the work of the classroom; and "control," the 1nd1- i
vidual interactions between the teacher and the pupils 1ntended to modlfy pup11

behav1or. Perhaps what this interpretation suggests is that for many teachers

~
P e e o s = P g g ame B T P L T U

some minimum of structure is necessary and in its absence the teacher feels

I'¥

~

occasional need for £irm .control.

/ .
The range of difficulties of 1mp1ement1ng the varjous programs seems rele- —

vant. It seems probable that a hlghly structured program which Specifies a se- —

A

quence of activities for teachers and pupils would be more easily implemented than
programs which rely more on spontaneous behavior by the teacher. It does not seem

surprising in a setting in which pupil autonomy is valued and structure minimized,
P g . f \

= +

_that a teacther should feel the occasional need to step in and stop activity. \

!
‘ L a 3 } L3 b “
’ Helping the teacher develop alternatives without structuring a sequence of .

*




Florida Climate and Control System (FLACCS) . 1970
> :

§ N v -72- f
/* ¢1
' / ™~ '
Vs . - . }
activitiés appears to be a more difficutt teacher development problem. .

»

. The factor correlates negatively with several pupil growth reasures, sig-

nificantly for kindergarten Concrete and first grade Abstract growth It seems

possible that the strong cont.ol represented by the factor may inhibit growth,

N »

or perhaps the inconsistency of occdasional strong teacher control in a relatively

free context may be suffizzéntlyqunpredictable to the pupil as to minimize growth

in -a. range of objectives. ) ;' . “
FﬁAC appears to reflect a variety of ways in which teachers manage class-

rooms. A major component of the variation in this management is accounted for by.

Factor 1. An additional aspect of the control of the classroom is probably rep-

resented by Factor 4, one pole of which is negative affect expressidn by the .

teacher. Ft séems r;asonable to assume that this affect expression will be

directed primarily at schaviors which the teacher wishes to minimize. Fdctor 6

appears to represent occasional strong control in a generilly free situation.

What seems to be indicated is that the ways in which claésroomsware structured

i .
and controlled by teaghers are complex, and’ that . the conceptual schemes we use -

B

may be too simple to réﬁ;/sent them adequately. E s

[N

As noted in the procedure section,.the first year FLAC was revised ex-

tensively and organized around the concepts of control of the classroom and s a

N . S
emotional climate.  Since the instruments differ in major ways, ;hf data are

reported separately for each year. The results of the multiple range tests are

reported in detail in Appendix D, and\§ummarized Brigfly in Table 25. Correla-

~
’

tion of the factors with pupil growth are feporte? in Tables 25 and 26
N —" * <

. i
(1) Teacher Negative Control vs Teacher Warmth - This factor appears$ to

»

represent the teacher who controls the c¢lassroom through the use of negative

83
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affect (Table 27). Pupils work under r?laé%vely close supervision, and respond

¥

with passive resistance. The factor Qi§criminates significantly between pro-

grams but does not relate significantly to pupil growth. This seems a surpris-

\ H N ’
ing result in terms of the concern for emotioéﬁl climate which education holds.

Among the classrooms which stood high,oﬁ\the factor were several from

big city schoeols which were undergoing chahgé of administration in a context of

) \

neighborhood stress. The feeling of observers who revisited these same schools

the third year of the project was that they had chinged chgfhcter dramatically

4
i

and. were again -warm and friendly. : -

(2) Pupil Freedom vs Teacher Structured Activity - The central thread

of the factor (Table 28) appears to be the contrast between various kinds of

«

pupil freédom -- to choose an activity, a coworker, ? group {and they work with
little supervision), in contrast to activities whiqﬁrhave been set by the teach-
er, and ére closely supervised. There 'appears t?ibb a strong par;llel between
_this factor anE'?;ctor.leé the 1969 FLAC, as wegl as the TPOR for bath years.
The facior discriminates programs highly ;ignificanily, but doef not re-
late to pupil growth. Again, thié/i:nding apbéérs to shpport the comment made

\

in connection with FLAC Factor 1, that the factors which are strongest in dis-

i
Ay

crimiﬁating programs often do not relate to pupil growth;

(3) Warm Climate - This factor is made up principally of both teacher
and pupil expression of positive affect in various ways (Table 29). Thesé items
are supplengted by the teacher listening carefully to tﬁe chilq, agreeing with

‘thé child3’and supervising closely, but it is largely pupil behavior. QThe fag-

tor separates programs into three subgroups and discriminates significantly. It

correlates significantly with kindergarten Skill, and at a lower level with

«indergarten and entering first Abstracf, and all three Skill measures for




i ' Table 27

\ Florida Climate-and Control System

\
»

Factor 1 - Teacher Negative Control vs Teacher Warmth

¥

,I£;%§ Loading ) Description

7 77

T gives orders, 'commands ™ .
9 .77 | T uses sharp tone. N
15 79 T glares, frowns
.21 .60 ~ P passive resistance
25 .45 P works with much supervision
~ 30 .45 - P shows shame, fear, .humility ° 4
36 .84 . T uses threatening tone
37 T2 T eriticizes - ‘ . d
50 .78 T frowns . R .
51 - .63 T points, shakes finger' o ) \ - |
26 -.48 P works with little supervision P ?
54 -.53 T gives individual attention \ ’
55 | -.65 T sympathetic, warm (N.V.) % i
Eigenvalue = 7.92 : /o ]
. f
‘ ;o
Ne—— — f
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Table 28

Florida Climate and Control System

3

Factor 2 - Pupil Freedom vs Teacher Structured Activity

Item Loading

Description

17 ,
26

31

35,

38

49

60

62

63

1 . -

3 -
10 -
18 -
25 -
33 -
43 . -

Eigenvalue

.80
.57
.81
.76
47
.41
.63
.48
W42

.67
.45
.49
.42
.58
.64
.45

= 711

U U DU YU U TUU D

= oo o -

freedom-to choose activity
works with little supervision

freedom to group

free time’

commands or demands
enthusiastic, happy (V)
chooses another

pats,- hugs another

enthusiastic, happy (N.V.)

Eentral

attends- simultaneous activities

supervises pupil closely
seatwork w/o T

works' with much supérvision

time structured with T
draws all into group
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Table 29

4 14

Factor 3 - Warm Climate

Florida Climate and Control System \

Item Loading . Description

10 .41 T supervises p closely

29 .59 P -shows pride

41 .56 T agrees with child.

44 .46 T is enthu51ast1c, congenlal
46 ° .67 P sounds friendly

47 .65 P agrees with another

48 .51 P offers to share, cooperate
49 .49 P enthusiastic, happy (V)

56 .71 T listens carefully to child
58 .72 P helpful, shares

61 .59 P smiles, laughs with another
63 .46 P enthusiastic, happy (N.V. )

Eigenvalue = 5.26

Table 30

- ]

Florida Climate and Control System

Factor 4 - pupil Negative Behavior’

\
N\
N\

Item Loading - Description
4 .55 T directs, with reason.
14 .77 T tolerates deviant behivior
19 .43 P speaks aloud w/o permission
20 .70 P engages in out-of-bounds behavior
38 .48 P commands or demands
39 .72 P finds fault:
40 .50 T says "thank you,'" etc.
52 .51 P picks at child *
53 ST P hits
57 - .56 T touches, pats, hugs child
Eigenvalue = 4.98 ‘ L 89.

>N
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.\ . N - a . . P
nonentering first. Only one of the correlations is significant, but the pattern

«

appears to be relatively consistent,

«

(4) Pupil Negative Behavior - A number of kinds of pupil negative affect

~
i

kxpressign and negative behavior appear in the factor"(Table_30). Both the

aeviaﬁt behavior tolerated by the teacher (item 14), and the out-of-bounds Le-
havior of the pupils (item 20), are defined)in terms of standards which the
teacher attempts to maintain in the classroom, rather than in terms of bbserver
standards. The teacher would apparently like the classroom to run différently
than it does, but “pugs on a good,féce." The factor creates two subgroups, and
discriminates betweeq programs but does not relate to pupil growth. Some of the
same classrooms described in Factor 1 were also high on this one.

' (5) Structured Teacher Behavior with Praise - The, title reflects the

strongest loadings, with additional structure in the teacher quesilon or state-
ment of a beRavior rule (Table 31). The negative pole of the factor suggests a

gentle sort of teacher control and related pupil behaviors, but seems too weak

-

to warrant naming in the factor. The factor discriminates highly siénificdntly
between programs, creating three major subgroups. ‘It aiso relates significantly
positively with kindérgarten Abstract and Skill growth. However, although not
significant, there are negative correlations in the .éO's for Abst;act growth

in the nonentering first grade, and in the .30's and :éO's for the entering

first grade for Abstract and Skill. This pattern of correlations suggest the
possibility that this method of control on the teacher's part is\iunctional for
the growth of young children, but as they become older it is no longer supportive
of Abstract growth. The failure of these correlations to reach significancé makes

any interpretation doubtful, even though there is considerable consistency in

.‘ the gorrelations. Alternatively, these may be small sample variations.
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Table 31
Florida Climate and Control System

Factor 5 - Structured Teacher Behavior with Praise

Loading ) Description
11 .51 7 T questions, states behavior Tule
12 .57 ° * T praises (control)
18 .41 . P seatwork w/o T
32 .68 Materials structure T behavior
42 .71 T praises (affect)
8 -.40 ’ T suggests
28 -.45 " P seeks reassurance, support
48 -.41 \ P offers to 'share, coop.

Eigenvalue = 4.11

Table 32° !
Florida Climate and Control System

" Factor 6 - Pupil Conforming Behavior

Item Loading . Description
16 .57 T touches, pats
22 .64 P obeys directions
23 .49 P asks permission
24 .47 P follows routine w/o reminder
28 .42 P secks reassurance, support i
45 .48 P says 'thank you,!" etc. /
. -
Eigenvalue = 2.97 '




2

-

(6) Pupil Conforming Behavior - The items éeem éenerally to }eflect a
‘variety of conforming behaviors on the paét of pupils (Table 32). The f?ctor
dces not discriminate between programs; rather the F suggests that var;ability
within programs is somewhat larger than that between programs. }he factor does
not correlate signlficantly with pupil growth, but the negative correlation

" with Group Abstract for nonentering first grade pupils approaches significance.

.

(7) Effective Personal Communication - The thread that runs through
this factor appears to be one of real personal involvement £etween teacher and
pupils (Table 33). Although the negative pole has only one item on it and
conséquently is no£ ndmed; the impersonality‘of ghe teacher structuring pupils
into a sgtting in which blackboard or audio-visual equipment serves as a teacher
surrogate supports the interpreEiE}on. The factor discriminates significantly
between programs, creating three subgroups. It correlates strongly and posi-
tively with pupil growth -- the mést consistently of any factor in the instru-
ment. Although some correlatioﬁs are significant and others ar; not, witﬂ only
three exceptiohs the correlations are relatively strong with measures of pupil

%

growth across three subgroups of pupils. The factor appears to be a surprisingly
strong one to have so few items in it. Probably it is symptomatic of a larger
complex so that these items represent only a portion of the effective communica-
tion. .

All in all, FLACCS appears to be sensitive to differences in programs,
and probably even to periods of stress in schools; six 6f seven factors dis-
criminated programs significantly, five beyond the one percent level. Some

factors describe behavior gfaphically (Factor 1) and others which seem incom-

plete appear to‘tap subtle but apparentiy powerful aspects of teachef—pﬁpil

interaction (Factor 7).
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N Table 33
Florida Climate and Control System

Factor 7 - Effective, Personal Communication -

Item Ldading . Description
13 .68 T nods, smiles, for control
43 .41 T draws all into group j
44 .45 T-is enthusiastic, congénial
63 .42 P enthusiastic, happy (N.V.)
T2 ~ ~-.46 T uses blackboard, A/V equipment
' N , ’
Eigenvalue = 3,02 k\
/d'
i
R *
g
/
..
Vs
//
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This instrument continues a pattern cited earlier, /in which the factors

»

which discriminate programs most strongly are often not the ones that relate to

pupil growth. Factors 2 and 5 discriminate programs mpst strongly, and both

represent aspects of the structure of the classroom - the relative balance of

* ‘
.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

7 i

teacher structuring vs pupil freedom of choice, and,éhe teacher structuring and
conFroiling pupil behavior by the use of praise. Yet neither related consiftently
to pupil groth through all three subgroup;. In cohtrast,‘the two factors repre-
senting éppporﬁive affect, Factors 3 and 7, do relaté to measures of pupil growth

across all three pupil groups -- not always significantly, but consistently and

even highly. The implication, speculative to be sure, seems to be that the more

#
objective, external, mechanical arrangements oS the classroom are less important
Y, ; ,

than the personal communication of warmth and support.

Reciprocal Category System - The factor structu;e'from the 195D’da£a was

selected as the one on which the .19¢9 and 1970 data would be examined. The de-
tails of program discriminatibn are presented in Appendix D, y%th a sumrary in
Table 34. The correlations of the factors with measures of ﬁhpil growth are
shown in Tables 35 and 36. The various measures are defined in Appendix E.

»

(1) Drill With Teacher‘Acceptance and Pupil Initiation vs Teacher and

Pupil Initiation. The positive pole of the factor appears to descripe a setting
in which interaction between teacher and pupils occurs in relatively rapid-fire
fashion (Table 37). It does not appear to be a typical drill session, however,

in the sense that the teacher talks more, takes timelto praise pupils, to accept
answers, and to do these things at some length. The only pupil talk which occurs,

however, follows teacher talk, much of it after a teacher question. The fact
that pupils do occasionally initiate also seems to imply that the setting is not
. ‘ ’ /

as tightly structured oy rapidly ‘occurring as the typical drill session. The

: ‘ N P
negative pole of the factor is not a strong one, but reflects initiation by both
- i "

v - {

o o 9
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Table 34 1
Reciprocal Category Sy’tem
Multiple Range Tests of Program Dilscrimination )
> —
196 s} 1970% )
Homo . \ Homo. ]
Factor - Subsets ,)K Subsets F —
: \ .
- Drill with Teacher Acceptance -
and Fupil Initiation vs - *;
Teacher and Pupil Initiation 3 %.12 2 5.39,
- Varied Pupil Directed Inter- D : -
action 2 2.58 =~ 3 4.06
" \! +
- Warm, Nonevaluativg&Teaching . '
vs Teacher Correction - 1 1.45 2 2.15
' - Teacher Amplification in -
' Extended Talk 1 7 1 1.07
- Pupil Talk 1 .3 1 1.18
- Teacher Initiation with Pupil
Interruption vs Teacher ) . -
Question 2 3.22 3 5.10
/ - Teacher Direction vs Pupil E ) .
Initiation 1 1.30 \ 4 4.97 f
.- Supportive Pupii Talk : 2 1.58 \ 2 2.05
1 * S~
N=70 p< .05 ’ -
2N = 6. **p < .01 | X
! N
}
. i ‘
i
¥
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Factor'1 - Drill with Teacher Acceptance and Pupil Initiation vs
Teacher and Pupil Initiation

Reciprocal Category System

Table

37

Y

I 4

Item Loadirig -

Description

~

NN

.11

21
26
34

40 _

48
52
55
58
59

.18 -

s6\* -

13 -.

51 -.
47

Eidenvalue =

.44
.79

.66

.72
.62
50
.75
.57

~46

.67

.76
.68

.67

.58
.74

45
.46
54

9.07

Teacher warms, informalizes the climate
Teacher accepts

Teacher elicits

Pupil responds

Student response to teacher /
sTeacher extended indirect /
Teacher narrow question )
Teacher-teacher flexibility '
Teacher elicit-initiate, percent

Teacher talk

Drill

Pupil initiation following teach&T indirect
Teacher indirect-direct, percent

Total number of tallies for all. batches (raw)
Total teacher talk (raw tallies) divided by

number of batches

’

Pupil directs s
Pupil initiation ) ) '
Inquiry-drill, percent

Teacher initiation, percent
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teacher and pupils. Apparently the major distinction is between initiation and

response. The factor discriminates significantly between programs both years,

-

but does not relate to pupil growth. *,

~(2) Varied Pupil Directed\Interaction.;_This factor is labeled "raried"

and "pupil directed" because'the only teacher talk which appears on it either is,

) responsive to a pupil question or is interactive with a pupil (See TabIe(3&l

I 1
l'ost items reflect pupil talk without teacher,involvement. The varieties of

pupil-talk are unusual, Pupils ask questions, 1n1t1ate, direct, correct, and ask
~/
broad questions. The varieties of kinds of 1nteraction betwgen, teacher and pupil

and between pupils are high. The factor presumably reflects a relatively free

kY

situation. . Y

The factor discriminates significantly between proérams both years:, It
does not correlate significantly with pupilﬁgrowth,‘but it approaches signif-

. / ' :
icance for 1969 first grade Abstract, and also correlates low positive for 1970

nonentering Group Abstract.

. (3) Warm, Nonevaluative Teaching vs Teacher Correction While the factor

represents teacher warmth on the positive pole, the occurrence of two heavily

s

loading items which involve acceptance as a ratio to other behavior, and the fact

that the negative pole of the factor has an item which 1oads heavily for teacher

\.
~

correction, suggests that the dimension is basically one of teacher acceptance vs

correction (Table 39).

The factor does not discriminate programs -significantly, although two groups
are created in the 1970 data, nor does it relate signifigantl) to, pupil growthQ
Although several moderately high correlations appear, they are inconsistent in

directiohj and probably représent small sample variability..

(4) Teacher Aﬁplification in Extended Talk. The heaviest loadings fefiect‘

.

teacher amplification (extension and use) of pupil ideas, but the picture of ex-

tended teacher talk is supported by steady-state teacher talk, extended questions,

e




Table 38 ‘
Reciprocél Category Systém

Factor 2 - Varied Pupil Directed Interaction

'

Ttem Loading . Description
5 .58 . Teacher responds T e
10 - .85 Pupil elicits
12 rH\ASN\ Pupil initiates
- 13 .61 . ‘ . Pupil directs
14 . .57 " Pupil corrects
28- .49 : Pupil broad question . N
32, .62  Pupil question,” teacher question
33 .69 Pupil .question, teacher response
35 .84 ) Teacher-pupil flexibility
© 36 .87 Pypil-teacher flexibility
37. .79 ) Pupil-pupil flexibility
38 .88 Total flexibility

54 - .60 Pupil direction and criticism

Eigenvalue = 8.20

Table 39
Reciprocal Category System
Factér 3 - Warm, Nonevaluative Teaching vs Teacher Correction

«
- s

Item  Loading Description

: ' T /‘

1 .43 Teacher warms, informalizes the climate
17 79 T Teacher acceptance-rejection, percent
23 .43 /Iedcher revised I/D °

39 N\ .84 " Teacher accept-correct, percent

8 -.74 Teacher corrects 7'
58 -.43 Total number of tallies for all batches (raw)
Eigenvalue = 3.86 . “4L0
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~

and the average length of teacher initiation (Table 40). The two minimally
. ]

rd

loading items on the negative pole are not named, but there is a suggestion'

° " that the extended questions the teacher asks are not broad questions.

The factor does not differentiate between programs. It does show a
correlation wEth fupil growth significant at thg_one.percent level, with 1969
first grade’Abstract growth, ana minimal §uppéré for this correlation for 1970
nonentering first grade Group Abstract. : . .

-

] (5) Pupil Talk. fhe positive pole of the factor is made up of various
combinations of pupil-pupil Falk and extended pupil talk excépt‘for tﬁe €Eb
item; involving inquiry (Table 41). The rest of the factor suggests tﬁat these
two items appear here because of the pupil talk coméonent that enters inquiry,

i
and because of the lack of drill activities.

‘Iﬁf;ggctor does not discriminate
between programs. Its correlations with pupil growth present a perplexing
pattefﬁ. For 1969 first grade Abstract growth, it correlated significantly

negatively at the one percent level. However, in 1970 for entering first grade

it correlated positively at the five percent level with Skill growth and for

-

, honentering first grade with Group Skill @ayd Individual Abstract. These For:

relations were.supported by correlations with all of the individual and total

¥

measures for the nonentering group. For two groups of pupils then, the measure

appears fo be po§itively reldated to Skill grthh, but in a third group it is <
Jsignificantly negatively related to Abstract growth. ;t is possible Ehét“these
areithe occasional significant correlations which happen by chance, but this |
Cogclusior is hard to accept for several reasons. For the 1969 first grade data, :

Factor 4, extended teacher talk, relates positively with Abstract growth; and

Factor 5, pupil talk, relates negatively to Abstract.growth. In effect, the cor-

. relations, based on different factors, agrée on teacher talk rather than pupil

t

‘falk.supporting Abstract growth. However, in the 1970 data, the correlations for

IToxt Provided by ERI

| - 1a




Table 40 B .
Reciprocal Category System

Factor 4 - Teacher Amplification in Extended Talk

\
|
|
i
B T ,( - ’( 1
|
|

Item Loading Description .
3 7 Teacher amplifies
4 . .45 " Teacher elicits
5 . .50 Teacher responds
23 .54 ’ Teacher tevised I/D
41 .75 . Teacher amplify direct, percent
42 . .66 Teacher extended question
44 .5 Steady-stuite teacher talk ]
\ . 49 .44 Average length of teacher initiation N
12 -.42 Pupil initiates
27 -.41 Teacher broad question

/

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

\_;,,Eigéﬁ;élue = 4.70 . . . L 4
. , |
|

1

i

1

b
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" B Table 41 - /1
Reciprocal Category System ’ ﬂ
; ) Factor 5 - Pupil Talk ‘ |
. , ]
7
}
Item Loading Description |
- - -i
11 49 Pupil responds |
20 .83 *  Pupil-pupil talk . !
§45 .93 ' Steady-state student talk s 1
X .63 Student talk . ! , |
-7 50 .90 Inquiry . 1
51 .69 . Inquiry-drill, percent S
: ; n- : .
- 16 w5 =51 Teacher talk, percent i
3
, ' 3
Eigenvalue = 4,77 . ]
.
- \\\\i
) |
N -
\- -
4
///
\ /
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Factor 5 argue against this interpretation where ﬁupil talk relates strongly

with all heasures but Group Abstract. A possibility may be that an idios}ncrasy {ﬂ_‘
{ ‘ ’ -

in the 1969 Abstfagt growth data could similarly affect both correlations:-there

(the N was only 20 classrooms), but the correlation of 1970 -Group Abstract does

- -

seem to differ from the others.

(6) Teacher Initiation with-Pupil Interruption . vs Teacher Question. This //i

factor appérentlx'rgpreﬁénfs extended: teacher talk, much of which is initiation .
or 1gggure,/6u;)witﬂ pupils feeling free to break in (Table 42). The negative

T ’ .
gble has teacﬁer questioning as a common thread running.thjgggh the three items.
The factor discriminates between programs at the one percentllevel both years. It
relates sighificaﬁt&y to 1970 entering first Concrete growtﬁ, and correlates in |
the 4b's with 1969 first grade Abstract growth, and with 1970 nonentering G;gdp
Apstraéf growth. Psrhaps what the results fér Factors 4; 5, & 6, may i?dicate is

that there is a real relationship in the data which is obscured by the error as-

sociated with small numberé of cases and difficult to identify. /

(7) Teacher Direction vé Pupil Init%ation. The common thread that runs
through the hiéhest ioadings for this factor is teacher Airéction, with an indi-
cation that the direction is given at some length ana accompanie? by criticism
_(Table 43). There is also evidence that the amount of teacher télk is high in
general, and that it crosses a variety of categories. Thé negative pole of the
factor indicates pupil initiation in two items aﬂa correction in a third.

-~

The factor discriminates significantly between programs the second year, i
' 1 . - 1
but does not relate to pupil growth. ' " )

*r

(8) Supportive Pupil Talk. The factor i's made up entirely of supportive
pupil talk, with no teacher involvement (Table 44). Alfhough the discriminaiiqn

between programs is not significant, the multiple range test creates two homogeneous
e

. £
subgroups each year. It does not relate to pupil growth. It appears to be a measure

/
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Table' 42
///// Reciprocal Category System

Factor 6 - Teacher Initiation with Pupil Interruption vs
Teacher Question

-

Ttem Loading . - - Description

. 6 .95' ) Teacher initiates
T 18 - 41 . Pupil initiation
¢ 29 SL‘.72 . Pupil substantive intérruption
31 .73 ! Total pupil interruption i
43 .84 ) Steady-state teacher initiation o
44 .58 . Steady-state teacher talk
56 .79 Teacher initiation, percent
, ’ /
26 " -.41 . Teacher narrow question L
40 -.80 Teacher elicit-initiate, percent . // : !
48 -.44 Drill ’ / ( )

Eigenvalue = 6.33 t \

1CS




/ t
. Table 43 . {'
/ ‘Reciproéal Categbry System ) ) ’ j
! |
Factor 7 - Teacher Direction vs Pupil Initiation
- - |
Item Loading - = Description i
: ’ . 1
| a
p 7. .75 . Teacher directs \ |
16 .62 Teacher “talk, percent :
- 22 ¢ .84 Teacher extended direct |
34 .42 Teacher-teacher flexibility . ot |
_ 44 .51 Steady-state teacher talk o
- lae .53 Teacher talk ) . N
53 - .85 ] Teacher direction and criticism . o
59 .49 Total teacher tallk (raw tallies) divided by i
< number of batches oo i
%
12 .47 Pupil|initiates |
14 -.44 - Pupilf corrects |
18 =45 . Pupilf initiation, percent
. Eigenvalue = 5.62 - |
'
Table 44
i "
Reciprocal Category System
. Factor'8 - Supportive Pupil Talk :
Jp—— ~
Item - Loading ( Description
24 .85 Pupil positive participation, percent
25 .90 Pupil revised I/D,
57 .65 . Pupil warms, accepts, amplifies

® | -
v = 2.83

Eigenvalue =
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. of interest in its own right, however, in the sense that a number of programs '
have among their objectives fostering supportive social behavior on the part of

\ spupils, This factor appears to be a reasonable representation of such an

. .
i

objective .in-refle€ting the extent to which pupils praise each other, and accept

and expand.on each other's ideas in the content of a task which is real to.thenm.

*

\
|
|
1
1
The RCS is one of the instruments coded from tape. It does not appear to ’ rj

(] . L] . ‘. - . = L4 l‘
be as powerful an 1gstrument, either in discriminating programs or 1in relating 1

. to pupil growth, as the instruments coded live in the classgpom, Probably this

- is not so much due to the instrument itself, or coding from tape, as to the fact
| * - : |

that less sustained interactionjoccurs with pupils at these age/grade levels than
V
|

with older children. Although gelatively strong correlations a;pear, they do” not
do so with consistency, 30 tha;ﬁ;he conclusions are uncertain, To someé degreé’1

| N
this is probably small sample vaﬁiabiiity,'but the nature of the underlying
relations remains unclear. \ ‘

!
I
!
|
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L

Qégnité?b Taxonomy (CogTax). For the Cogn1t1ve Taxonomy the first year

PR Y - -

factor structure was chosen. for furthervanaly51s. As indicated in the Procedure

-

section, the coding method differed from‘tne first to the second year. The first
year a tally was recorded every three seconds” (catégory system), but-each obser>

v I} *
vation period was also scored zero or one as though the instrument had been coded

| AN
sign system. Since that system appeared to be at least as effective in terms of.

LY

both program discrimination and correlations with pupil growth, the coding the

second year was done in traditional sign system rashlon by coding each occurrence

—

of each 1tem only once in an observat1on period, regardless of the number of times

7

it occurred, Detqlls of program discrimination are reported in Appendix D, and
\

summarized 1n Table 45; \correlatlons with pupil growth are shown in Tables 46 a7é
.

47. [N '\‘ .
(1) Highly Focused Learning Tasks. The most heavily loading 1tems Ain thi

factor seem to involve specific academi. tasks: counting, arithmetic operations,

comparing and copying letters and numbers. Lower loddings appear for classification

and the sum of all the items at that level (Table 48). .

The factor separated programs into two groups the first year (not significant)

and three groups the second year (significant). It correlates significantly with

=

the 1969 first grade concrete pupil growth and the 1970 nonentering first grade
\ N
Individual anH\Total Skill Growth, with cther supporting correlations.

~ The finding that this factor which focuses on skill oriénted interaction
relates to pupil Concrete and Skill learning, but not to Abstract, seems very

reasonable. .

(2) Narrow vs Broad Answer. The pusitive pole of the factor is made up

-

primarily of level four behavior, dﬁ?lication; the negative pecle of' level two,
! : . )
translation (Table 49). The level four item, "asks, tells who, what, where, ctc."
) 4
refers to a question such as, "What is a lid for?", and the pupil's response. In

.contrast, the question, '"What was the boy doing?", referring to a picture, would be

——
-,

iC8

e S




Table 45

- .

‘ Co S Cognitive Taxonomy - ‘& .
. . Multiple Range Tests of Program Discrimination
. . ) . ; = . ") : g

/1 N R L 2%
x ‘ L ‘ SR f 1969 1970

| .

§

T oo Homo. ~ 3 Homo . c . 7
Factor ’ * Subsets- “,F.. - Subsets ) F o, ° ~

~

1 - Highly Focubed Leafning Tasks 2 - ".1.60 3. 3.98%%"

, Ty Coy o o e
2 - Narrow vs Broad®nswer. - ;2 1.61 .2 2.21% ., i -
. 3 - Modefately fotlised Learning " - « s .o
: Tasks ST N 25, 2.13° 2 . " 3.15%
% “ o ‘ ' ~ ’ -7 N

- - - . o

. . /—« o ’ ’
T 4 - Phoni.qé: R S 2 2.70% 2 2,21% N

A, S Y : % ol
! . G T . \ . ':;g} v . - s
N “ . P v Y, N T ";f}" 2 * 3 .
5 .- Information Giving: and Receiving .34 ~ 2.61* .- “ 1 ~4 oz .56 /;l‘; :
2t fARS B ; .
/ . . - ot ’ . - o ' oro-
e Ea e : S 2% N
b . . i * 4k - LA N
6:- Complex Thinking . . 1 .62 I .59 "
. N .- £ Lot ‘ - Y A ] ]
o — . - 7 5 - - .
2o ho 0 oL speios ; ’
/ - . . ’ P . . { B

)

N = 65

Y
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Table 48
Taxonomy of Cognitive Behavior

“Factor 1 - Highly Focused Learning'Tasks

~ Teacher =~ , ) Pupil
+"Item 3loading Level Description Loading Ttem
14 .43 3 .Llassifies (1 attribute) and
T gives class name *- .47 46
i5 74 3 Counts _ .. .69 47
16 71 3 Adds, subtracts; uses units, tens .65 48
17 .72 3 Compares letters, numbers.; copies————
. ’ .letters, numbers (while .
learning) T2 49
23 .50 . - 3 Sum of interpretation - .54 55
. Median .5{ 66
~~" Eigenvalue = 5.67 . T
) Table 49 "
Taxonomy of Cognitive Behavior |
Factor 2 - Broad vs Narrow Answer .
—
Teacher . f . Pupil
Item Loading Level \  Description Loading Item
> ; \
. \‘-\' -
1 Choral response - - .42, 34
22 49 3 Makes comparisons ’ 4 .47, - 54
26 .67 4 Asks, tells who, what, where, etc. .65 58
28 , .66 4 Reads ! k .43 60
29 .70 4 Sum of application . X / .62 61
2 Seeks information , / -.56 " 36
9 -.76 " 2 Describes activity, picture,,etc.:
Reports experience. JDescribes .
situation event. : -.76 41
11 -.52 2 Asks, gives permission -.42 43
-.64 44

,-12 -.5% 2 Sum of translation

' Eigenvalue = 7.12

= 35i. g P
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| . a level two question, and illustrative of the negative pole of the factor.

Contrary to what might be expected, the level four activities seem to be more

focused on subJect-matter, whereas the level two activities seem more general,

-

and would, for example include '"'show and tell",

* .

|
|
|
|
1
The factor separated programs into two groups both yeers, with the F Co
significant the secng_year. -;It related significantly negetively‘with 1969 1
first grade Abstract‘growth; but as strongly positively, aithough not sighi%iz 1
cantly, with nonentering fiist grade 1970 Indgvidual -Abstract gtodth. The
directio&bof the.relationship the first year indicated that hiéher level activi-
ties in the ciassroem were'detrimentalsﬁg Agstract growth and s%mpler activities
¥ ' /

were supportlve of this growth but the opp051te was 1nd1cated the ‘second year.

‘\

A pos51b1e resolution of this conflict is that the f1rst grades for 1969 were

« ?

prxgeriry entering first grades. The pattern of correlatlons suggests that the

compiex classroom activities which were inimical to Abstract growth ;n 1969 were
. \\Suppottive of suchlérowth among nonentering first gfade pupils, .and tuat their

gteater experience in school laid a background to permit this. But the shifting
‘ relat1onsh1ps may, of course, be due to small' samples, a change in the pup11

measures, or perhaps the change in the way tapes were coded.

&) Moderately.Focused Learning Tasks. This factor overlaps with Factor 1

in kinds of act1v1tles included (Table 50). It is task-oriented, but apﬁears to >
. .

be less spec1f1ca11y focused Whereas‘Factor 1 was focused on.tasks such as count-
ing, arithmetic operations, and the comparison of letters and numbers, Factor 3

‘has its heaviest Ioadinés’fgr the identification of more general similarities.and
differences, the sum of level sthree activities (1nterpretat10n) and the median

1 level of activity for the whole scale. //'
. . The factor separated programs into two sv.é:gi‘oups each year, but the F's were
‘ not significant. The fa tor correlated uegatively with both 1970;iindergarten‘Con-

‘lcrete (significant) and with 1970 entering first grade Concrete (above .40). ,

ERIC - - 143
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Table 50

Taxonomy of Cognitive Behavior

|
|
. |
. Factor 3 - Modeérately Focused Learning Tasks - / i
‘ |
i
. 0 - ] P !
.. Teacher § : : ’ Pupil J
Item Loading ' Level Description Loading . Item :
' 1‘
. }\\ .SZL/, 2 Names pictures, objects, color, :
: letter \ .55 39 ]
11 .46 2 Asks, gives permission / ]
12 .49 2 Sum of translation s .43 44
13\ .55 3 Sounds’ out word .54 45
14 .60 3, Classifies (1 attribute), gives ) |
\\ . class name (vehicle, etc.) .61 46 |
- 18 .71 3 Identifies similarities, differences .70 50 i
. -19 \\;61 3 Asks, .gives reason .64 51
21 .43 3 "Performs learned task oxr process I /
23 .79 3 Sum of interpretation .75 55 |
65 .79 - Teacher -- Median -- Pupil A .61 66 ' i
Eigenvalue = 8.37 ’ " 1
_ " ¥ .
* : Table 51
. Taxonomy of Cognitive Behavior
Factor 4 - Phonics vs Classification
Teacher A ) B Pupil
Item Loading Level Description Loading Item s
6 .65 2 Sounds letters - .75 38
13 .54, 3 Sounds out word , .52 45
32 .41 7 Sum of evaluation
24 -.46 7 4 Classification (2 attributes) -.48 56

’

\\\\ Eigenvalue;= 4.20




.

IToxt Provided by ERI

.loading for classification—en the other pole. (See Table 51).
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S

"It also correlated significantly positively with 1969 first grade Abstract,

above .50 for 1970\enter1ng first Abstract and nonentering first grade Indi- -
v1dua1 Skill. In this caée, then, an act1v1ty which is significantly positively

correlated with Abstract growth is significantly negatively correlated with

concrete growth with supporting non-significant correlations. Tﬁe directions and

sizes of the correlatiops are consistent across pupil groups. There is also a

-

gug%estion that a classroom process which supporté Abstract growth for less edu-
\ . \ \
cationally experienced children shifts to supporting Skill growth fon\more educa-

y ' \.

\

tionally experienced pupils.’ . \
(4) Phonics. The factor is a minimal one. Two items represent phgpnics

work, and another the teacher evaluating or seeking evaluation, versus a minimal

. » L4

‘o -

!

The faéﬁor discriminates significantly between“programs both years. For
B kA / . )

3N

1970 nonentering first grade pupils, it correlates significantly negatively with

Group Abstract, and ab% e .50 negative, for Individual Abstract. It also correlates
‘ ' ! -

above .50 positively eyt not siggificantly with entering first Abstract, which is

troublesome. (This group has the smallest number of clagsrboms of any.)

(5) Information Giving and Receiving. This is a factor which appears to

represent exchange of information between teacher and pupil and 51mp1e translation
of language 1nto’behav1or (Tabie 52).. . f .
It dlscr1m1nates significantly between p ograms the first year but not the

second. It correlates significantly with 1969 first grade Abstract and in the .40's
with .1970 entering first Abstract; but 51gn1f1cantly negatively w1th 1970 non-
entering first grade Group.Abstract. The d1rect10n of the two sets of correlatlons
may mean that the lower‘cognitive'level activities which support Abstract growth for
first graders without previous school experience has becoﬁe,too simple and no 1oﬁger
f?sters Abstract growth for first graders who have previous school‘experiencé. Even

- t

though these correlations are significant, other reversals raise cont1nu1ng questions .

_ 110
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‘ (6) Complex Thinking. The' factor is concerned principally with the

application of previous learning to a new situation including directing a

- learning game. Other items seem to support these activitiés (Table 53).,
The factor does not discriminate. programs either year, and the F 5uggest§
that variability within programs is at least as‘large as between programs. The

factor does not correlate with pupil growth significantly nor in a consistent

. . B . . .

manner.

The" data from this instrument and from the RCS which preceded it seem-

£
14

dictions from pupil group to pupil group in whetheérlow.cbgnitive level or t

tightly structured classroom activities relate tola given kind of pupil. growth.
Similar kinds of contradictions appear from 1969 first grade data to 1970
nonentering first grade data. These are in contrast' to the results from the

. . , 1
two instruments used in live observation which followed expectation more

i
|
|
|
|
|
preplexing. The data from both &f these instrument§fshow parallél contra- ) %
1
]
|

“‘consistently.

Bty W i e e At
‘3
Ly
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v .
N Table 52 - ;
Taxonomy of Cognitive Behavior = . '
Factor S - Information’Giving‘and Receiving L
y
Teacher N Pupil
Item Loading- Level Description . Loading Item
1 /o~
7 ' :
3 .80 1 Gives, receives information .83 - 35
4 77 L// 1 Seeks information
' 5 .84 7 1 Sum o £/'memory .54 37
8 A% 2 Givesy; follows directions )
10 .48 2 Recognizes-word (sight reads) ) .46 © 42
: ©.11 -.4% 2 Asks, gives permission '
- 12 . 2 Su?’of translation °
. | ‘ /, b
‘ Eigenvalue = 6.10 /
// o <
. ,/ *
J Table 53
/ . ..
- . Taxénomy of Cognitive Behavior a
, Factor 6 - Complex Thinking
' $
Teachgr -~ , Pupi I
Item Loading Level Descfiption : : Loading Item
27 52 4 Applies previous learning to
’ new situations ' .69 - 59
. 29 .42 4 Sum of application . .64 61
) 30 .55 5 Sum of analysis .49 62 | .
2 Gives; fol'lows directions 47 40 - '
’ 4, Directs learning game .45 57
CY .
. '.".
‘ . Eigenvalue = 4.51

-, . . ) g ’- 447
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Relations of Ratings With Pupil Growth Measures. The relationships of .

ratings with the growth of various pupil groupé are shown in Tables 54, 55 and"
"56. The relations taken as a whole are so inconsistent as to be of uncertain

meaning. Several of the ratings seem to relate strongly for nonentering first

.

grade pupils, but do not relate for the other groups. Teacher congruence, for
! example, relates relatively consistently, and in two cases significantly, with

pupil growth for nonentering first, but does not relate at all for the other

\ four groups. Reinforcement from adults relates fairly bonsisteetly with g;owth TK‘
(although not sigﬁificantlyl for nonentering first and(enteyieg first, but not
; . at all for the other three groups. Reinforcement from ma?erials relates strongly
and often significantly with grewth for the nonentering first grade éroup; to a . f
essentially zero for entering first, but eegatively for 1970 kindergarten Concrete .
and not at all for the.other two groups. Clear Cognitive Focus relates p051t1ve1y

’ for at least some measures in the three 1970 groups, but not for the othgr two. .

This measure seems to relate with.at least some measures in more groups than any
& )
other. For other measures, relationships appear to scatter sufficiently that

s

conclusions are uncertain. L -

Relatlons 1nVOIV1ng 1970 nonentering first grade stand out as dlfferent
\ A\
but it seems unllkely that the difference between those ratings and the 1970 -

klndeggarten and entering first results can be attrlbuted to observer dlfferences,

i

since.the observers were spread across all three groups. Apparently, in this case

as with the .systematic observation data, the need qs for more'classroomef so that |
A /
/

P

the results can be held with some confidence.

- “
)
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Table 54
Yo Correlations of Global Ratings with'Pupil Growth - 1969
@
Kindergarten . szst Grade3
Rating ) Abstractl Concrete? Abstract Concrete
Proportion of Interested Pupils .34 .1 | -.06 .17
Intensity of Interest .28 .18 -.43 .09
Pupil Groupings .02 .20 ;06 12
" Pupil Differentiation .08 .04 .21 .22
Teache; Congruence -.01 .02 -.15 .02
" Teacher Empaty 17 13 a7 .00
Pupil Reinforcement from Pupils .08 .09 ) .04 11
Pupil Reinforcemeht from Adults .06; .09 -.32 14
Pupil Reinforcement from &aterials .08 A5 -.01. .28
Pupil Self Control .05 .05 .28 11
Clear Cognitivé Focus .i2 .20 -228‘ J .25
Game-1like Gognifivg Focus .14 .23 ' <29 23
Children's Original Art Work 44" .01 .25 .14
éoom Displays and Artifag%s ,25 -.18 .27 36
- Overall Emotional - Attitudinal -
s Climate o .40 .15 -.15 .27
. Chiidren's Happiness - SatiééacLion .38 .23 o -.01 ﬁ.IS R
IN=23 classrooms, p.05=.4l;/“/) . *p 05
IN=33 classrooms;'p.05=.3;
3N=20 classtooms, p.0S=.44 .
149
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Table 55

l

Correlations of Global Ratings with Pupil Growth - 1970,

—

T

Entering First?

)
Children Happiness -

I

N

.Satisfaction 07 )?9 .02 -

i
o Kindergartenl
Rating Abs | Skill  Conc.  Abs. Skill  Conc.
Pupil Groupings -.44 -.24 =24 00 L2l -.45
_Pupil Differentiation * .12 . .35 -.07 -.40 .08 .43
Teacher Congruence *  -.12 .03 -.22 .36 11 -2
[ i ' .
Teacher Empathy -.13 .02 -.03 21" .26 .58
. . " ,) .
'Pupi] ‘Reinforcement from T : R
Pupils - =16 02 -7.15 -.08 .23 .11
Pupil Reinforcement from . . ’ J
Adults .07 .24 -.11 .51 42+ 23
'Pugil*Reinforcemeﬁt from . - *
- Materials ©o-21 =17 -.42. ¢ 37 .00 .29
Pupil Self-Control .02  -16 , -.02  -.04 -4 ., .64
Pupil Freedom to Interact -.42 -.17 -.18 -.15 .03 -.18
‘Clear Cognitive Focus s1* o+ . .05 .01 -.07 . .70
Game-like Cognitive Focus .11 5. _-.09 -.06  -.15 .38,
Overall Emotional - * .
Att;tudinal Climate .33 .23 .10 .04 N .33

.00 X.Sl .47

s 7

UN lgbclassrdams, p.05=.46 .0, *p .05

IN= 9 classrools, p.05=.67 ///
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" measures and all of the classroom behavior measures for the 1969 first gra@e data. =

. . ° : t' iﬁ
) ;\ . / \ R
, .
; - 111 - \ )

+

. . 1
\ ‘Nonlinear Relations Between Observational Measures and Pupil Growth.

%

4 . . % . . , X . v
Earlier work had. suggested that relations between classroom behavior measures '.4

and pupil growth measures were. sometimes nonlinear, indicating that intermediate

4

lavels of some kinds of behavior were most functional for the growth of pupils

(Soar, 1968). Further, this work had indicated that the level of a-given c1a551

“

rocm. behavior which was most supportive of pupil growth varied with the nature

(the*cgmgl§xity or abstractness) of the learning-task. .Ig line witk this, curves |

—~—. LI = . :
D w e |

were fitted to the relations between the Abstract and Conérgte pupil grcwt?

A

(First grade Was.Selected because relatignships seemed stronger there.) One of
the findings froﬁ.fhat analysis is presehted here as illustrative of the kinds/ \
\ : : .

: & . . |

of relationships found, but numbers of others followed the same pattern.. Table |
. , . |
|

1

|

57 presents the loadings for Factor 1 from the 1969 factor structure of the TPPR,

and Figure 7 presents the curves. The devigtions from linearity are not signi:/

- . . 3 .

ficant (N=20j, but the curve for Complex-Abstract growth suggests that the true

relation *is not linear. Numbers of other curves support that hypothesis.

' . A \ ' '%:\ N
For the 1970 datal, Figure 8 presents the relations betweén FLACCS Factor ///

-

6, Rupil Conforming Behavior (Table 24), and Abstract, Skill; and Concrete growth

%

measures for the nonentering first grade. The suggestion of nonlinearity, al-

though nonsignificant (N=12), again is prisent. Additional analyses of 1970

data are not reported, since nonlinear analyses are more subject to error, due to
small samples than linear analyses. These findihgs are not presented as more

than suggestive, but further analyses will be carried out with additional data

for 1971.° . .
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. \. * a i "-";I'ael')le 57 “ !
) : _ Teacher Practices Observation Record (1969) * f
. Factor 1 - leacher D1rected Activity VS Pupil Selected Act1v1ty < prere A
: ¢ : S
S o —~ L
. / g . . ’
'/item,;w"fﬁhgfng ReScr19t1bn . s zy \
~ . - : ’ ’ . B R - ’
! -80 ' ) T- occup1es center of attention (:)
.3 72 T makes s thing as a thing-center of p's attention
-5 ;45 - T 'has.p spend time waiting, watching. listening ~ -
11 %70 v T organizes learning' ardund Q posed by T '
A3 .56 . T prevents situation which causes p doubt or perplexity .
Lw19 . 52, T asks Q that p can ‘answer only if he studied the lesson .
- 21 .84 : T :accepts only one angwer as being correct
23 , 13 . . T 'expects p to come up with answer T has-in mind
25 Y - .88 LT expect@ p to '"know! rather than to guess answer to Q
27 : ‘§42 ' T acce?ts only amswers or suggestlons closely related to
: ’ topic.
31 .80 T co?lects and au¢lyzes éubject matter for p .
33 . 81 T provides p with detailed facts and information ;
35 . .81, T relies heavily on textbook as source of information
45 . .73 T immediately reinforces p's answer as '"right'Wor 'wrong"
o .52 . T*has all p-working at same task at’same time
Sé; - %49 ’ . T holds all p. re5pon51b1e for certa1n material to be
T ‘ ' leaarniad
- 55 .49 _ . T evaluates work of all p- by a set standaxd
57 .63 ~>,T motivates p with privileges, prizes, grades
59. .66 .approaches subject matter in direct business-like way ‘
4 -.50 ; makes doing something® center of p's attention.
.6 -.40 J T has p participate'actively.
12 -.73 i T organizes learning around p's. own problem or Q
- 32 C-72 . T has p make his own collection and analysis of subject
' ’ matter
36, ° -.53 T makes a wide range of information material available
- 44 . -.44 . T encourages p to put his ideas to a test
. 54 -.71 T has p work independently on what concerns p
" 60 -.68 . T approaches subJect matter in indirect, informal way

Vo .

| Eigenvalue = 12,81
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,different subgroups being analysed. For some measures, it is not unusual to

" - 115 - : ‘ \
If, however, the relations of some of the .behavior measures to pupilé Yo ] .
growth are nonlinear, the correlations reported here will be underestimated. '/
Further, where the relationships are shaped like inverted '"U's", as some seem
to be, the magnitude, and even the sign of a product-moment correlation may

~ v

be changed with a change in the average level of the classroom behavior for

———,

find a .change of a standard deviation or more in mean level of behavior between

k3

entering first grade, and nonentering first grade, for instance. It seems pos-
: ; r

»

t

sible, then, that some pontioﬂ'of the variabiiity of correlations observed may

be due to different segments of a curve béing represented, as well as By\smnII{

N

sample variability. ; ;.

Discussion

i - L3

Program Discrimination C;ft/’

One -of the goals of this project was to describe/differences among the

programs in terms of observed classroom behavior. The analyses of varianceJ

for observational data show that highly significant differences in classroon

4
behavior are associated with differences in $ponsorship. A major dimension{off

progﬁéms~which runs through three different instruments over two years of qata.
collection with considerable consistency separates programs So widely that there
is no overlap betiween programs at the extremes. Numbers of dimensions whilh are
less c1ear1§ relaéed to sponsor objectives as we understand them also dideiminate,
although less(sharply. And of course, some factors show no differences, but they
are typically dimensions which seem to be unrelated to sponsor objectives|.

There appear to be differences in the degree to which %Ponﬁors have been
. e =

"
successful in implementing their objectives, and it seems probable that ftressps

“in communities, which are reflected in the schools, have negated the qu%sors

’

|
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efforts in some cases. It also seems likely that programs differ in the dif-

ficulty of implementation. Nevertheless, the success of sponsors ia producing
. o, )

classrooms which reflect their objectives as they are measured here seems”

striking. . .

Pupil Growth Data

Although not an objective anticipated as part of this project, reduction
of pupil achievement data to a small set of more hombgeneous‘meésures begaﬁe a
necessary first step. in preparation for studying the reiations between classroom
behavior measures and pupil growth. -

Probably the most important finding'is that the total battery can be broken

down into largely independent subscores which represent rather different kinds

of learning. What has been called Simple-Concrete learning séems to require little

’

but memory; Skill represents the acquisition of the traditional academic skills,
— , h

/ - v B
reading, spelling and arithmetic; Complex-Abstract learning seems to requiremore

complex information processing -- solving complex problems, comparing complex

,/figurés, the pgssession of abstract information. Not only do these different

classes of scores. not relate strongly w1th each other, but they seem to respond
dlfferently to the dimensions. of classroom behav1or and to different programs.
For example, when the puplls in several programs are examined across the “three

kinds of measures, one program gges from the lowest standlng to the highest

/ ’

standing. . . ~ . -
The finding of relatively independent classes of measures seems especially

important since the total battery is more héavily weighted with items that re-

present the Skill measure, so that a sum for the total battery would favor programs

which emphasize teaching skills. 1In contrast, the Abstract measures which would

_seem to be closer to the objectives of the inquiry-oriented programs are repre-

sented by a small number of items which would easily be overwhelmed in the total

o A
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battery.

Beyond the issue of program evaluation, when these measures differing in
nature‘are used to examine the growth of puRil subgroups differing in etnnic.
group and socio-economic status, the minor differences in growtn\in either‘
Concrete or Abstract measures are so inconsistent as to lead one to conclude
that there ie no real difference. Subgroups start at different 1evels'ahd

finish at different levels, but grow at very similar rates for both Abetract

éng:Concrete‘pupil measures. This seems a very hopeful finding for a compen-.

satory education program.

Relations Between Observational Data and Pupil Growth

In contrast to the use of observational data in program discrimination, the

relations of the observational measures to measures of pupil growth are scattered
. o (

N

and often inconsistent. Several probiems contribute to difficulty in draQing

dependable conclusions. Growth is the problem being studied, blit growth measures
are much less reliable, and correlate much less strongly with each other and with

other measures; than scores which represent standing at a point in time. Thoxndike

(1966) estimates that the correlatlon of a child's standing at Jthe- beg1nn1ng of
©

N
the year with his growth during the yegr is probably no.more than +.10. In con-
trast, correlations between standings for elementary pupils commonly apprgach +.70.

In these data,‘growth measures have been pooled, classroom by classroom, SO that

£

reliabilities have been increased, but to judge from other studies, high cofrelations

are not to be expeeted.
. 7wy

~

largest number of first grades is 20, which requires a correlation of,.44 tojbe

significant. Numbers range downward to 9 which @equlres a correlation of .67 to
be 51gn1f1cant It seems likely, then, that significant correlations w111 be found

only for real relatlonshlps wh1ch are augmented by chance variation which happens

The small number of classrooms in each group presented another problem -- the
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to fall in the direction of increasing the correlation. Many real relationships,

7

" then, will be obscured by the overlay of chance correlations associated with small

B4

samples. CKinderéartens have a slightly larger number of classrooms, but only
rarely correlate significantly with any measdre, the number of sigﬁificant cor-
relations’ being reasonably attributable to chance.)

Against this backdrop of uncertainty, a few relationships will be cited
which are identified by several signifiéant correlations, supported by large but
nonsignificant ones. f .

Complex-Abstract growth appears to be fostered by several me;sures which

L ! - - 4
theoretically complement each other. Experimental Teaching in the Deweyan sense

" appears to be such a measiure -- pupils are confronted by difficult problems, en-

couraged'to hypothesize and examine alternatives, but required to evaluate-the

alternatives they have suggested (TPOR 2). Another is Intrinsic Motivation i

’

(TPOR 5), refleating'the involvement of the pupil in the ideas and the activities

themselves, rather than being motivated by teacher direction and evaluation.
!

Additional support seems to come from teaching which is not parrowiy focused on
/o ' '

subject matter but is involved with the broader experience of the child and perhaps

with his world out of school (CogTax 3). The measure which seems to be most strongly

o
- \

supportive of Abstract.growth is so brief as to be eniématic, but appears to Ye- -
- s [N
flect effective personal communication between teacher and pupils in which ‘pupils

appear to fgel the teacher's involvement with them (FLACCS 7). In contrast, one

3

_measure appears to inhibit Compléﬁ-Abstragﬁ growth: a measure in which the teacher

~
b

.’ -

-

occasionally exercises very close control over pupils in an otherwise little struc-
tured setting (FLAC 6). It is not clear, however, whether it is the close control.

or the inconsistent teacher behavior, or both, which have their effect, All in all,

Y .

-this seems a reasonably coherent pattern of cldssrodm,behaviors, and one which it’ '
s i

- seems reasonable to find' related to Abstract growth.

- 5L 129
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Pupil growth in Skill appears to be related to a number;of the same T

classroom behaviorsdiited fér Abstract growth. Intripsic mogivaé{on fTPOR 5),
Effective PersonaT/Eommunicat'on (FLACCS 7), and Moderately Focused fpartly
non-school related) Téaching (CogTax 3) all appear to support the growth of skili.
However, it is not supported by the‘Experimental Teaching (TPOR 2) which sup-

1

|

%

1

J

portéd Abstract grgwth. ' o . ’ .- /;
Fewer measu;es appear to relate to Simple—Coﬁcrete growéh. Teachipgﬂwhich ’,%

is very specifically focused on lower level-academic skillé promotes’ Concrete i
- growth (CogTax 1), but more broadly focused teach}né (éogTax 3) appears fo 1

inhibit it.. Effecfive Personal Communication (FLACCS:7) supports it, but ex-

\\

treme freedom of action of pupils in the classroom (FLAC 5) also appears to

‘inhibit it. N .

-

T

There appears to be a kind of general trend which runs through these .
‘relationships thch suggests that pupilsAbstract growth tends to be supported

> /// N N ‘
by less controlled, less focused classroom activities than support Skill growth,

and that Concrete growth is_supported‘by still more specific teacher‘activifies.
Given the small samples, ahd the inconsistencies of the data, however; this is ~
"to a degree tentative. - ‘

A somewhat surprising result is the failure of variables reflecting negative
emotional climate to retate to measures of pupil growth. In contrast, two factors
which reflect positive involvement of tﬂe teacher with pupils related to growtﬁ;
gne‘was a very powerful correlate and the other approached significance. A pos-

‘sible‘explanation for the &ifferencezin pupil response may be that disadvantaged
children 1live with negative affect so commonly that it ceases to have much impact.

_ {
L If so, it would be reasonable to find positive affect variables having impact,

. [ - .
. as a'kind of contrast effect.

‘in looking at the measures as a group and their relations with pupil growth,

Q it is interesting to note that factors which discriminate programs most strongly,

ERIC 7" : 130
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‘first year data suggests that measures of teacher control and pupil freedom re-

. i . ) e " /
~and pupil growth"are less clear perhaps as a consequence of smaller samples of

' | - 120 -

t t i ' ;A

and which represent major portions of the variance in the observational data,

‘are not ones which relate strongly to pupil growth. The extent to which these

NS Ay -

factors discriminate programs implies that they represent an' important dimension j

along which programs differ -- perhaps p dimensicn whose poles are represented
in contemporary educational thought by the advocacy of programmed instruction on -

the one hand, and "0pen“ classrooms 03/ he other.

A problem in the analyses of thés? data which may explain the lack of,
relation just cited as well as the lack{of significant results in general, may

. - .
be the tendency for these relationships‘to be nonlinear. An examination of the

" Y.“'

late in nonlinear fashion to.pupil growth. The numberS'of'tlassroomsrwitpin any

- > .
grade level group were too small to permit a reasonable test of fhe hypothesis,

but several bits of data point tg,this possibility.

. In summary, observation methods appear to be signifiéant discriminators of
{ ) J .
! ‘ i : ) . ’
at ?east some program objectives, but the relations between observational data
/ - T ., \'\!\&“;“i

pupil data and the possibility of nonlinear relations. The Complex-Abstract,
Skill and Simple-Concrete subgroups of pupil growth measures which were created o

appeared to relate to program differences and observational measures in meaning-

-

ful ways;
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_ , A Appendix A
Equipment for Classroom Tape Recording \

The final procedure 1nvolved the use of a moderately pr1ced tape recorder

and a Cardiod microphone (so-~called because a graph of its senSitiVity is some-

¢ M -

what heart-shaped) This class of microphones is broadly sensitive to the front,

. but sen51t1v1ty deciines sharply to the rear, Nlth the 1nstrument almost com-
\plete}y 1nsen51t1ve directly to the rear. In use the micrephone was’ not so much

» \‘

directed at the sound to be recorded - but away from competing sounds. In addition,

. A ]
'

these profe551ona1 microphones are materiaily more sensitive, than those furnished

. H

w1th ‘tape reconders - _ . .

A further increase in recording quality was gained from the ‘use oft"high-
E .
“output! tape which is more sengitive to faint signals. ¢

o

N . The choice of batteries’ for the tape recorder also was an 1mportant factor.
Full voltage fs_necessary to obtain the best possible recording. Zinc—ac1d,bat-

[N

teries (ordinary flashlight batteries? begin td decline inm voltage after,a few

/ -
minutes! use and decline steadily. GE rechargeable batteries produce only 1.3
. - . . (: ,
'; volts instead of 1.5 at full charge, 'so that a set of five batteries in series

o

R .

~

produces a voltage a full velt below nominal value. Mallory batteries and

- . ¢hatgérs were selected- because they produce full>voltage which is sustained for
eﬁtended periods of time. ¢

» ¥

*

A fina&‘change was the provision of moderate quality earphones. Stereo

earphones, rewired to function monaurally, were found to increase intelligibility
! : ) .

over use of the speaker in the recorder, or earphones intended for transcription.

»

’ The result of the various changes was that, in general, anything that a

. ive obssrver could hear and understand in the*classroom became -codeable from,
. > ‘ a

i . 134




App;ndix B -

N . } . . . . . .
Statistical Procedures Used in Calculating Pupil Gain Measures

y p
Status vs Gain . ,//) .o
- 3 " -

In assessing pupil growth, it seemed important to use a.measure of gain
- hd <?

[N

rather than a measure of standing at the end of the year. Gain measures are

-

’ NI LI . .
more sensitive reflections, of change than status measures, since the individual
is being compayed with himself and his earlier status. Raw gain (the difference
. M N ! . N ’ L

g between post-test arld pre-test) however, is generally an undesirable way to re;‘

flect change, because of regression effect. The concept of regression effect is
; - . Vo
that if two measures are less than totally reliable, a person who scores low 6n

Q

the first test will tend to score somewhat higher on the second; and'a person

Al 5

who scores high on the first tést will tend to score lower on the second, assum-
{ -

i -

ing no real change from one test to the other. A parallel statement is that a

spurious negative correlation can be expected between the pre-test score and the
, ¢ -

difference from pre- to post-score. When a period of. time intérveqes between

pre* and post-test and growth occurs, the effect is less obvious but the spurious

negative correlation can be expected to remain. Its effect will be to increase
. 3 =

¢

the apparent growth of initially low scoring pupils, and to decféase the apparent 3

* growth of initially high scoring pupiis. As a matter of fact, in the first grade

sample of data analyzed the first year, the median correlation between pre-test
score and raw.gain was -.61 across the 13 sdbfests of the Metropoli&gﬁ Readiness
Test, the Eariy Chlldhood~Invent6ry, and the Caldwell Soule. Since. this ﬁega;
tive correlatién)is a measurement artifact and clouds ielafions of«thésg measures
.lwfth others, it éééés\desir@ble to remove it. !

. Regressed Gain

. Regressed gain is-a way of adjusting out regression effect. Its effect

135
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is to adjust out that portion of gain which is aésociated with pre-test score,
\

thus eliminating the spurious r*latiohship In. “the course of this adJustment,

the gains of ipitially low-scoring pupils are decreased, ‘and the gains of '
[ e -

initially high-scoring puplls are 1ncre"e This adjustmenta however, raises

X

other difficulties, in turn. A regression effect takes place towatrd the mean of /(

9
3

. o : .
the population of which a given pupil is a member. The further aygy he 75 from

the mean ot that popuiatlon, the greater is ‘the adJustment wh1ch 1s madey{ The “®

- - .

problem, then, is that 1f members of two populatfﬁns wh1ch differ in meat score
T

<

PR are combined in an overall ana1y51s the galns of the members of the low

&

standing populatlon w11% be reduced more than they should be, and the ga ns of

he members of the high-scoring population will be increased more than they -

should be. The usual solution to this problem, of course, is to carry out a

>

separate analysis for each pbpulationf
In the first year's data, this could not be done because demographic data,

[

were available on too few pupils, so regressed gain was calculated separately for
the tota{ kindergarten group and the total first grade group. Within the second
‘year dftq, four subpopulations appeared to warrant separate analysis, identified
by ethnic group (white and black), and hy social status (defined by the repoft of
whether the pupil was entitled to full Follo; Through ;ervices). The difficulty,

however, was that a different test battery had€heen administered to kindergarten

-

~\

pupils, ahd entering first grade pupils (those without previous Follow.Throuéh

Ky

kindergarten experience), from that administered to nonentering first grade puﬁils

(those with previous. kindergarten experience). When these three subgroups were

each divided into four subgroups, the numbers of cases became too small for

.‘ separate analysis -- as small as an N of three in one case. L
- A different alte&native seemed reasonable if mean gain for each subgroup
o o

Rlc # ‘ S
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; ‘l" : t A . . "”‘

‘ appeared to be similar to that of the other subgroups within a grade level group-
.1ngr If mean gain from pre- to post- is s1m11ar for two groups, and if variabili- .~
.tiés are s1m11ar, then the regression of post-score on pre-score may reasonably

be assumeo to be the .same, and the groups can be combined if the differences in

initial standing can be :eliminated. This was the approach that was followed.

2
Inspection of the pre-post means across the various measures did not show consis-

r
%‘3’& o ‘, : r
tent differeqpes from subgroup to subgroup in amount of gain (see Table 4).
v o

or subtest in the followlng way If, for example,, the low sooiagpstatus white

-~ ¥

‘ group “stood tbree p01nts lower than. the ngh socia{ status white group in pre-test
. ' x
mean then three points was added to each pre- and post -test score in the white low’

2o

|
Differences in the levels of the regression lines were. adjusted out for each item ' 1

social status group. In this way, the amount of.change'from,pre- to post- was

-

left unchanged, but the level of the regression line was shifted. Similar .adjust-

ments were made on all groups, so that the four&regressfon lines should, in effect,
‘become a common one. Regressed gain was then calculated for the combined group,

within each grade level group. ’ _ ) o

-

Factor Analysis of Gain Scores vs Status Scores

-

i
¥

nna1y51s of the subtes;,scores from the f1rst year ‘s data indicated that

the fac;or,s cture of regressed gain scores was apprec1ab1y dlfferent from that

of either pre- or post-scores. It was only 1n the analysis of regressed gain

f

. scores'that the simple-complex structure emerged clearly. f one is interested

, in gain, he shouldpanalyze gain; As Berei;er (1963) has }ndicated,‘items which
are selected to measure standing at some point in time are likely to be items

which are\quite°stable, and coﬁsequeﬁtly nof good measures of change. It seems
possible, then, that tbe factor analyses of regressed gain measures in the first

. year's data may have been identifying measures which were more sensitive to change

than those which failed to load. - .
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These several considerations led to the assumption that the analysis of

~ .

items and subtests to create new pools in the sécogdiyear's,data paraileling the

first year factors should be done using measures of cﬁange. The difficu}ty with

this procedure, however, was the cumulative loss of reliability from change

measures being much less reliable than the status measures ftom which they are

LEe -

aerived, and items being less reiiable than subtests. TH T .

In one Sense, the use of the term "items' is inappropria%e <4n- that a num-
ber of items on the WRAT (for instance, Word Reading, N = 20) havg as long or .
longer scales than subtests of the Metropolitan (Word Meaniné; N = 7). But there

were items wé:;\ﬁne and two point scales.,

i

Before items were factor analyzed, those which '"topped out'" or had'yery low
variability were eliminaﬁed. Despite the problems’of measures with varying scale
\ c T ‘

' length occurring in the same analysis and the reliability problems cited eaflier,

reasonably clear structures were obtained from factor analyses of the kindergarten
and entering first grade, anaiyzeJ separately. In addition.to the simple and com- i
plex factors féundAthe’firs; year{\a thirdvfactor fmérged which was unexpected.

It appeé;ed to représent skills-learﬁing.such as r;adiné, spélling, and arithmetic

.*(the three R's!). It was apparently associated with the addition of the Wide Range

Achievement Test (WRAT), which is heavily weighted with these skills. ‘“Incomplete

factor scores from these analyses were used as the measures of pupil regressed gAin,

° For the nonentering first grade data, items and subtests which appeared
be abstract came together with a Series‘df low-variance items which appeared to

measure simpler kinds of learning. Inspection of the data also suggested a tendency
. ‘ . s
for items to be grouped on the basis of whether they were individually or group
\
administered.. Various combinations of items and subtests were combined and factor

.
.

analyzed, but no really satisfactory structure emerged. Instead, on the basis of

138
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the factor analysis and also a priori judgment, composites of items and subtests
were formed to represent group and individually administered, simple-concrete,
skill, and complex-abstract measures. An item-analysis of all items against

’

these composites was carried out, and items added to the composite accordingly.

. .
/ Ca—
-

"
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Appendix C ////

Pupil Data Status - 1970 Sample

e
N —_—

i
g Table C-~1
D
|
|

s
Al .
'j .

é/7>First Grade
./ Kindergarten /Entering Nonentering|

- I, ) -
Classrooms Observed /// 30. /// 15, 25

Classrooms.Missing Pré

or Post Data 10 6 ©13
. / b .
€lassrooms Missing/ ,
‘“Demographic Data ! 0 0

Classrooms Used-in

Pupil Analyses - 19 9 12

>
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Program Descriptive Data

i L
| ‘ ' Appendix D
’ .

Pupil Growth Data.

Pupil growth data are not reported for the programs dbserved the first
year. Demographic data were available for only a small fraqtron of th puéils
: on whom test data were obtained, and the estimatrda of regressed‘gafn was
carried out for the total group. Since this calculation for different groups °
combined creates a bias which is different for higher and lower atanding sub-
groups- (see Appendix B), and since prdgrams differ in the ethnic compositions
of the pupils served, comparisons aould not have been meaningful.
i In the 1970 data, dem0graph1c data were avallable on most pupils for
~whom test scores were obtained, so that regressed gain could be estimated with
the effect of economic status and ethnic group adjusted out. Although program
comparisons are reported for the 1970 data, the numbers of classrooms involved
are too small for meaningful comparisons of programs. The data are reported .
only for the light shed on the sensitivity of the different pupil gain measures
to different program objectives. The changes in standing for the same groups
of puplls on the dlfferent measures suggest that different dspects of pup11
. growth are being measured. The means reported are deviations around the grand
mean of regressed gaid for all pupils.

i

The data for kindergarten growth scores are shown in' Table D-1. lThe BE.

N

program stands high for Complex-Abstract growth, stands high along with the
Nimnichr program for Skill growth, but the Comparison group stands high for
Simﬁle—Coﬁcrcte growth.

. . In the entering first grade data (Table D-2), the only significant

182
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: . : ; ° Table D-1 _
. ‘< N -
>~ Multiple Range Tests - Kindergarten Growth Scorés (1970)

Complex-Abstract < Skill

Sponsor Mean NSR* 5.0, N Sponsor Mean NSR*  S.D. N
BE 50.70 07 3 BE .50.51 .09 3
Nimnicht 50.07 31 4 :ﬁimnicht- 50.21 - .32 4
Comp. 49,91 .76 3 . Comp. 49,82 16 3
EDC 49.88 132 Gotkin 49.80 s .10 -
Gotkin  49.80 .22 4 Bank St.  49.79 .06 2
Bank St.  49.42 16 2 EDC 49.69 L 2
F = 3.46 N.S. _ F = 8.81 N.S.
‘ '
‘ Simple-Concrete _ >
Sponsor Mean  NSR*  sS.D. N
- Comp. * 50.77 .31 3
EDC 50.38 .34 2
Nimnicht 50.24 | .61 4
BE  .s0.11 || .35 3
Gotkin  49.51 .61 4
Bank St.  49.47 .51 2 4
F=2.98 N.S. '

* . . .
Nonsignificant ranges.

Iy is the number of classrooms. One program with only one classroom is

. omitted.
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,Multiple Range Tests - Entering First Grade Growth Scores (1970)

)

i

Table D-2 1
‘ |
|

B 7 d
A / |
Complex-Abstract Skill - / |
" Sponsor Mean NSR*  S.D. N1 Sponsor Mean  NSR* S.D. N !
R i
Bank St. 50.14 .15 3 Bank St. . 50.25 213 |
’ : \i
. Comp. T 49.95 .01 2 ‘EDC 50.06 .31 27 ~,j
EDC-~ 49.93 .02 2 Cémp.' 49,79 .35 2
Tucson 49,88 .18 2 Tucson 49.68 .41 2
' » - .
F = 2.30 N.S. F'=1.71 N.S. |
Simple-Concreﬁe }
Sponsor Mean NSR* S.D. N
Tucson 50.33 .16 2 1
z Gomp. 50.12 .34 2
Bank St.”  49.96 08 3
EDC 149.76 .04 2
F=3.95N.S.
o *Nonsignificant ranges. i
’1
1y is the. number of classrooms.
<«
/ . 14




measures, not .the relative standings of programs.
A}
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\ | ,, | |

sepigftion is for Simple-Concrete measure in which Tucson pupils show significantly

more growth than EDC pupils. Program orders chahge from measure,to measure, -but

no other differences are significant.

In the nonentering first grade data (Tables D-3, D-4, and D-5), the mea-
sures are broken into Group Admfhistered, Individually Admin;stered, and’Tofal,
in addition to the levels of abstraction which were used in the First two groups,
The BE program stands highest on all thrée of the.skill-scores,_in each instance
differing significantly from the lowest s%anding ﬁ%ogra;T' But on the Group
Complex -Abstract measure, the BE program stands lowest, and significantly dif-.
ferent from the PE program which stands highest. Again, the only conclusiops
whgch are appropriate have to do with the differentiai characéeristics of the
t

The data‘db appear to point to tlie usefulness of measures such as-these

for representing differences in program objectives in program evaluation.

145




. " Group Admigistered

1
|
J
Complex-Abstr;ct - \\ © °Skill . - . . }
,// : Spohsor ‘ Méan~ NSR*  s.D, NI Sp;§§<r Mean  NSR* S.Dl N
. - ] ;. ] \i
PE . 50.72 0.32 3 BE | 50.35 0.91 \\ 2
Mimnicht 50,08 | ©0.06 2 Nimnicht \ 50.26 . 0.88 O\ 2
Tucson 50.06 . 0.33 3 PE \s0.22 - 1.63 3
BE- 49.34 1.20° 2 Tucson  49.67 1.03 ‘ 3
' P =2.48 N ’ . F=4.27 N.s.

-/ - X Simple-Concrete

1 . - - :
///, . Sponsor . Mean - NSR* S.D. N

PE 50,27 0.33 3

BE s0.10 T o087 - 2
C NimEECRTT 50.03 1.29 2

! \ .

Tucson % 49.82 1.02 3

. : , Fi= 1.15 N.S.

4

* - a )
Nonsignificant ranges.

IN is the number of classrooms. TIwo programs with one classroom each are
omitted.
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Table D-4
. . Multiple Range Test - Nonentering First GradQ»érowth S'cores (1970) J )
Individually Administered ' '
Complex-Abstract . ' © skild

Sponsor Mean  NSR* - S.D. Nt Sponsor Mean NSR*  S.D. N:

© PE .50.24 1.76 3 °BE  50.66 4.90 2
Nimnicht  50.13 0.25 2 - Nimnicht 50.65 . 0.35 2

BE 50.00 / ©1.09 2 PE 50.26 7.65- . 3

Tucson 19.83 | 0.27 3 Tucson 49.07 - 2.43 3

F=1.75 N.5, F = 4.71 N.S,

Simple-Concrete

Sponsor Mean NSR* S.D. N
BE - 50.46 2.16 2
PE ___7750.39 0.40 - 3
Tucson 49.72 1.14 . 3

F = 1,19 N.S.

* a ' . 0
Nonsignificant ranges.

IN is the number of classrooms. Two programs with one classroom each are
omitted. r '

|

i

1

1

|

1

|

\

|

1

l

]

1

" Nimnicht  50.01 2.59 2 }
‘ |
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L ! Table D-5

Multiple Range Test - Nonentering First Grade Growth Scores (1970)

) Total o
- 1
Complex-Abstract . Skill
* Sponsor Mean  NSR* S.D. N1 Sponsor Mean ‘NSR*  S.D. N
PE '50.32 2.08 3  BE 50.56 5.81 2
Nimnicht - 50.12 0.32 ’2  Nimicht  50.51 0.53 2 |
. BE 49.89 229 2 PE . 50.24 9.28 3

Tucson _. -49.87 0.14 3 Tucson . 49.28 3.6 3

F=1.92 N.§. . F =4.73 N.S.

Simple-Concrete

Sponsor Mean NSR* ‘S.D. "N
- ‘ < 3 ‘

) . .
‘ PE 50.33 0.16 - 3

_BE 50.28 : 3.03 2

N (-
Nimnicht 50.02 3.88 . 2
,®* * Tucson 49.77 2.16 3
F=1.18 N, S, -

* S e
Nonsignificant ranges.

1N is the number of classrooms. Two programs with one classroom each are
.omitted.
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Classroom Observation Data—"""

In comparing classroom observation data from the first year to the

1
\

second, several considerations seem important. First, more than half of the
teachers in the sample the first year were replaced the second, year. Replace-

ment ranged from none for one program to complete replacement for another (see

Table 2). A number of teachers changed their teaching style in major ways from

the first to the second year, as_seems reasonable to expéct as programs mature.
In addition, evidence of cross-fertilization and drawing togethefsof programs
seemed clear on occasion -- the presence 6f Gotkin materials in other program£
classrooms, for examgle. But, in contrast, in some urban areas, 10éa1 problems
contributed to teqéiops in the school which were reflected in the classroom.
Despite these various influences, a considerable degree of siwilaritx.(

can be seen in the order of programs from one year to the next. -

Teacher Practices Observation Record

Factor 1 - ?qpil Freé Choice vs Teacher Structured Activity - In the

" “first year's data, %PC classrooms were separated from all others as showing
greater .amounts of pupil choice of activity; in the second year's data, Nimnicht

classrooms joined EDC classrooms in separating from other programs (see Table D-6).

*

Freedom of choice appears to be central to the EDC program as it is described,

*

and these data appear to agree. Probably the high standing éf the Niﬁnicht pro-
gram relates to the fact that pupils spend a coﬁsiderable portion of the day
working with various kinds of audio-visual equipment of their own choice.

In both years, Becker-Engelmann classrooms are identified as those in
which most teacher struEturing takes place. Th; emphasislon skill development
through the use of programmed materials would seem to réquire that BE classrooms

be rather highly structured with little pupil freedom of choice.
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r | . . . Table D-6

Miltiple Range Test - Teacher Practices Observation Record

Factor 1 - Pupil Free -Choice vs Teacher Structured Activity

|
4
. 1969 T 1970 - -
Sponsor Mean NSR*, S.D. N Sponsor Mean’ NSR* S.D. "N
EDC 59.56 ( 5.41 é Nimnicht 58.49 5.45 8 .
Nimnicht 53.36 Y 3.49 8 EDC - 5%.30 6.61 8 5
Bank St,” ;51.29 C6.77 8 Tucson 51.90 4.20 8 :
Gotkin ~  51.02 - 3.60 8 Bank St. 50.01 5.83 8§ .
Tucson 50.53 6.20 8 PE 48.75 6.06 8 )
"PE 149.96 3.92 8  Gotkin,  48.66 -4.60 8
Comp. 45.95 5.15 | 14 Comp. , 46.10 4,38 14
BE . 41.38 3.38 .8 BE 43.65 3.34 8. 1
F=9.8 p<.0l . F=8.76 p<.0L : o
“\“ * N '::t -
Nonsignificant ranges.’ ! . ]
‘ ~
Table D-7 : 1
Multiple Range Test - Teacher Practices Observation Record o
N Factor 2.- Experimental Teaching ‘ :
P 1969 1970
i . Sponsor Mean NSR* S.D. N Sponsor - Mean ° NSR* S.D. N
\ EDC 54.15 2.48 8  Nimmicht  55.05 5.43 . 8
\ Bank St.. 51.29 4,63 8 PE +52.84 3.97 8 _
PE . 51.05 4.08 8 Tucson 51.79 7.77 8
Tucson 50.95 3.76 8 EDC 51,38 6.03 8
« Nimnicht 49,67 1.96 8 Bank St. 50,38 6,59 . 8
Gotkin 49.43 2.32 8 Comp. 48.86 . 5.36 14
BE 48.02 1.78 8 Gotkin 48.78 ) 4.08 8
Comp. ~ 47.39 3.10 13 BE 45.28 2,45 8
> ; .
: y F=4.25 p< .01 , ’ F=246 p< .05 ‘ '

* R
Nonsignificant ranges.

1

.

ERIC S A0
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—
-, , . .

‘ This factor appears to be a major dimeﬁsion along which programs‘ differ,

1

but it does not relate to pupil growth.

\*“;~ Factor 2 - Experimental Teaching - The érder of, programs differed some-_

2

what from the first to the second year's data (Téble'D—7):'.In the first year's

data, the EDC program stood highest on the factor with Bank Street, PE, and .

o
T ¢ : L. tardi
Tucson; with Compé?ﬁscn, Becker-Engelmann, Gotkin and Nimnicht classrooms’ in a

]
v

lower grouping. In the second year's data, the Nimnicht program moved from the
* lower group to the upper group, and Bank Street became the program common to "

both g}oups. The shift—of the Nimnicht program ﬁay partially reflect the re-

’ .

placement of seven of eight teachers from the first to the second year's sample.

|
|
|
|
\
!
|
|
J
|
|
!
1
Teacher variability within program is high in comparison to differences between !
. N . . Yo |

v : Y ) : .
-

3

i

1

1

|

J

means. , ‘ v ,
~ L . ' < ap o .
2 Factéh 3 - Less vs More Differentiation - With the exceptioi' of the Becker-

- .

Engelmagp program, programs go in roughly the same order in both years' data (see
:- . L4
¢ Table D-8). " Ignoring it for the moment, Comparison groups are at the end of the

~ scale showing less differentiation of activities, with EDC, Tucson, and Nimnicht

at the othér end of the scale. Becker-Engelmann classrooms reverse? position from

least differentiation in the first year's data to most differentiation in the i
4 ' ’ . < ‘
second year's data. This change took place as a consequence of an observer ground

" ‘rule change. In the first year's data, observers tallied only what they-could }ee

. ! or hear, but since subgroups sometimes went to different rooms (where only this ,

3

subgroup was present), such a grow» was talliedfas undifferentiated. In the second
. : year's data,‘howe&er, a subgroup was tallied as differentiated if the observers

knew that other subggoups from that classroom were engaged in other'activi;ies,

» 1 ¢ N i
regardless of the falt tyat these béhaviors were not observable.
. i

|

: o Factor 4 - Noiexpérimental Teaching - This factor discriminated between
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Table D-8 o :
‘ Multiple Range Test - Teacher Practic&s Observation Recérd ,
Factor 3 - Less vs More Differentiation '
1969 : ) ' 1970 :
Sponsor Mean NSR* - S.D. N Sponsor ‘Mean . NSR* S.D. T N
BE 55.45 5.30 8 FComp. 55.97 l 7.11 14
Comp. - 53.90 5.50° 14 _ Gotkin 54.60 5.66 8-
© Gotkin 51.95 3.54 8 Bank St. 49.33 6.39 8
Bank St. 51.75 4.75 8. PE 49.00 4.84 8
’ PE "49.38 3.04 8 Tucson 47.83 6.55 8
EDC 45.93 6.20 8.  Nimnicht- 47 .63 4.13 8 -
* Nimnicht 45.08 5.34 8 BE 47.13 5.19 8
Tucson 44 .65 4.88 8 EDC 45.95 i 3.23 8y
F=567< p .0l , F=4.20 p<.o0l '
*Ncnsignificant ranges.
Table D-9 -
Multiple Range Test - Teacher Practices Obsg%vatioﬁ Record
- v
Factor 4 - Nonexperimental Teachihg
T 1969 ’ : 1970
Sponsor . "Mean  NSR* S.D. N Sponsor Mean NSR* S.D. M
BE 58.29 3.70 -8 BE 57.28 l 4.71 8.
Comp. ~ 51.51 4.80 14 Comp. 53.98 | 5.82 14
Bank St. 49.78 2.78 8 Bank St. 53.75 I 6.65 8
PE ’ 49.69 2.89 8 Gotkin ~ 50.70 4.07 8
Nimnicht 47.98 . 3.83 8 Tucson 48.24 3.32 8
Gotkin 3  47.37 2.93 8 PE . 46,65 2.81 8
! EDC 47.22 2.27 8 EDC 45.53 . 3.96 8
Tucson _47.02 2.07 8 " Nimnicht 44.03 3.13 8
“F = 9.66 p< .01 F=28.67 p<.0l ‘
- *Nonsignificant ranges. R

\




rooms stand high, alone in the first yeXx's data, and together with Comparison

and Bank Street classrooms in the second. The high standing for BE seems to

1 .

N .
siderable variability in order, except for EDC which retains a position toward o

represent the objectives of the program. The lower -end of the factor shows con-

the lower end both years. This seems to agree with objectives as well.

Factor § - Intrinsic Motivation in a Task Setting - In the first ygar}s’
] . < B /‘ /‘ .
data, EDC and Bank Street were separated off at the upper-end; the second year,
4 ) »
\ . .
BE, Bank Street, and Gotkin were at the upper end of the scale (Table D-10)> .

N

ﬁlthough contingency management programs make extensive use of extrinsic motiva-

. tion, the sequence of activities which build involvemert have warranted check&ng l

i

the dtem for intrinsic motivation with some frequency in these glassrooms.

- o

Factor 6 - Positively Focused Teaching - Programs are widélyakeparated
by this factor and the F's are the largest for both years (faBle D-%l). The BE -

program stands high and is widely separated from the next highest program both

il

years. 'The EDC prggram~§£izis lowest and is widely separated from the Test of

the programs in the first year's data, but is joined by the Nimnicht and Tucson
- " ‘

These findings appear to agree with the ob-
. .

jectives of the programs. ‘Xhe teacher direction present in a teacher operated

programs in the second year's dafE“\

learning program sets off BE &lassrooms. In contrast, EDC, Nimnicht, and Tucson

.

classr¢ms appear there as ones xgswhich the teacher does not take a central .role

. L

in "teaching' children, but’ encour gij pupil independence in thé learning proceks.k

\ , :
. \\\ . R ) >

\ ‘ o :
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JF=17:69 p<L .01

-

F=11.74 p<.o01

z " s
Table D-10
Multiple Range Test - Teacher Practices Observation Record
Factor S - Intrinsic Motivation in a Task Setting
1969 | 1970 -

Sponsor Mean NSR* ¢7 S.D. N Sponsor Mean  NSR* S.D. N

EDC 52.18 3.93 8 BE 53.35 . 651 8

Bank St. 51,81 3.20 8  Bank St. 52.70 5.76 8

BE 50.66 4.90 8 Gotkin 52.70 " 5,24 8

Gotkin "50.58 3.30 8  Nimnicht 50.90 4.90 8
PE 50.58 2.14 8 Tucson 49.88 . 8.17 8,

Nimnicht 49.91 2.52 8 EDC 49.70 7.33 8

Comp. 48.45 2.64 14 PE 49.65 4,35 8

Tucson 47.06 3.84 8  Comp. 46.57 4.53 14

F=2.24 p<.05 F=1.54 N.S.
*Nonsignificant ranges. .
ya
/ |
///
Table D-11 '
Multiple Range Test - Teacher Practices _Observation Record
, ' Factor 6 - Positively Focused Teaching

1969 1970 :

Sponsor Mean  NSR* S.D. N Sponsor . Mean 'NSR* s.D IN

BE 60.88 ' 5.22 . 8 BE 50.99 2.56 8

Comp. 52.12 3.97 14 Gotkin 52.71 4,03 8

PE 50.93 . <246 8 Comp. . 50.97 4.92 14

Bank St. 49.08 3.22 8 Bank St. 50.54 5.27 R

Gotkin 48.57 ) ;2.46 8 PE 49.59 4.82 8

Nimnicht 47.58 3.80 8 *  Tucson 45.78 ° 3.12 8

Tucson 4671 T 3.42 8 Nimnicht 45.39 5.21 8

EDC 42.53 ' . 3.29 8 EDC 44,31 4,27 8:
4 7 ) "

* . PR
Nonsignificant rapges.




Florida Affective Categories System (1969)

. : {
Factor 1 - Free Choice vs Structured Learning in Groups - The finding

<

that EDC classrooms stand high in freedom of choice for pupils seems closeiy.
aligned wité program rationale;-as does the standingoof the BE program at the
low end of the factor (Table D-12). The standing of Compar{son classrooms
toward the lower end of thé factor agrees with the common conception of class-
Tooms in general. However, the nature of the structurlng done by the Comparl—

son teacher is quite dlfferent from that in BE classrooms, subjectively this is-

true, and other factors support and clarify this.

»

Factor 2 - Intermittent Work Vs Group Singing and Games - The multiple

range test (Table D-12) showed two homogeneous groups, indicatiﬁg that the Nim-
ﬁicht program diffgr; from.the other§ at the ﬁigh end, perhaps reflecting the
transition of activities as ﬁupils move from one to another of the vanious‘
learning activities. Comparison classrooms are set off at the léwer end of the
factor, perhaps reflecting a larger proportion of activities of the total class-
"The factor does not seem particularly clear, and has one of the lowest F's of

_the FLAC factors.

J

Factor 3 - Watm Emotional Climate - The'datalpf Table D-13 show two

h;mogeneous subsets which indicate that Comparison classrooms differ from Nim-
‘nicht classrooms which standlhigh;§t on the factor, but program classrooms do
not differ one from another. Again, the overall F was n&t significant. This
is an objective which all programs value.

Factor 4 - Teacher Negative Affect vs Pupil-Work and Socialization with

i ; . <
Adults - The data of Table D-13 show. two homogeneous subsets, indicating that

the Tucson, BE, and EDC programs show less teacher negative affect and/or more

pupil work and socialization than do Comparison classrooms. The avoidance of

B
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Table D-12

Multiple Range Test - Florida Affective Categories - 1969

"Factor 1 - Free Choice vs Structured Factor 2 - Intermittent Work vs Grouﬁ Singing

Learning in Greups or Games
I A

.Sponsor Mean  NSR* S.D- N Sponsor Mean NSR* - S.D. N
EDC -~ /57.61. 6.47 8  Nimnicht = 53.89 5.31 8
Nimnicht 55.76 425 8 Bank St.  50.54 3.03 8
PE ' 53.11 1.83 8 Tucson °~ 50,31 5.81 8
Bank St. 52.74 5.76 8 PE 50.25 6.67 8
Gotkin 52.70 2.39 8 EDC 49 .81 6.17 8
Tucson 51.63 2,72 8 BE 49,28 6.84 8.
Comp. 47.36 5.09 14 Gotkin  ° 47.19 3.56 8
BE 45.51 3.38 8 Comp. 46.79 8.06 14

A )
F = 7.60%* F=1.21
" Table D-13
~ ' _ ' g ’
Multiple Range Teé;}- Florida Affective Categories - 1969
Factor 3 - Warm Emotional, Climate Factor 4 - Teacher Negative Affect vs Pupil
- A “Work and Socialization'w%yh Adults

Sponsor Mean NSRf  'S.p. N  Sponsor Mean  NSR* S.D. N
Nimnicht  54.20 4.65 8  Comp. ' 54.11 5.73 14
EDC 53.06 5.34 8 Nimnicht 52.44 8.03 . 8.
‘BE 52.38 6.99 8 PE 52.18 4.32 8

* Tucson 52.11 3.60 8 Gotkin 50.04 3.47 8
PE 51.03 5.57 8 Bank St.  49.70 6.69 8
Bank St.  50.45 6.01 8 Tucson 47.70 4.74 8

. Gotkin 49.48 3.25 8 EDC 47.63 3.29 8
Comp. 46.93 8.47 14 BE 47.10 6.45 8

F=1.54 F=213.

—
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of program rationale; and the BE program stresses reinforcement of desired be- .

.

haviors so that criticism of pupils is relatively infrequent. A supportive

climate for pdbiis is also an important aspect of the Eﬁalﬁfoéraﬁ.

Factor 5 - Pupil Free to Withdraw, Seek Reassurance, Pretend, or Express

Negative Affect. The data of Table D-14 show that the EDC program is widely

l , correction or criticism of pupils in the Tucson program is an impdrtant aspect
|

. separated. from other programs and Comparison classrooms. The data illustrate

the freedom and autonomy of the pupils in ‘the EDC.program.

Factor 6 - Teacher Neutral Control Vs %éacher Support in Task Settings -
The results of the ﬁultiple ;ange test show three homogeneous groupings, and
the overall F is significant (;ée Table D-14). ‘At first it seems paradoxical
to find the EDC progr%m, in which there is a great deal of fyeedom for pgpilé,
at the top of this factor, and the BE program, in which ther; is littlelauténomy
for pupi%s, at the boﬁtom of the facto?. The issu; seems to be tHe kind of

freedom. As indicated in the body of the report, Factor ] represents a differ-*

ent dimension, interpreted as a lack of structure -in which, in extreme cases,
the teacher dpparently feels occasional need to intervene firmly (reflected in
this factor). The structure of the BE program apparently minimizes the need

for control as this factor identifies it.

\ ‘ ‘ —




Table D-14

Multiple Range Test - Florida Affective Categories - 1969

Factor 5 - Pupil Free to Withdraw Seek Factor 6 - Teacher Neutral Control vs Teacher

. Reassurance, Pretendor . . .8 upport -in- Task-Settings——~ -
Express Negative Affect .

Sponsor Mean NSR*  S.D. N  Sponsor Mean ~ NSR* S.D. N
EDC 58.26 4.77 8  EDC 55.21 3.26 8
Bank St. °52.88 7.53 8  Gotkin 53.45 6.34 8
PE 52.21 4.51 8  Comp. 52.13 6.37 14
Nimnicht  52.13 3.95 8 Tucson 49.98 3.95 8
Gotkin 51.48 3.09 8  Bank St. 49.80 4.26 8
Tucson 50.63 4.02. 8 PE 48.83 6.95 8
Comp. 50.21 5.60 14 . Nimnicht 46.98 5..00 8
BE . 48.53 4.78 8  BE 46.85 6.62 8
F =272+ F =237

|
|
:
R
|
-
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/

’ \ ‘ /«
Florida Climate and Control System (1970) ya
' 7
"Factor 1 - Teacher Negative Control - This factor separates programs into

two groups as shown in Table D-15. The Nimnicht and Tucson programs are separated
\ .
A
from other programs at the lower end of the scale, and the Gotkin and Bank Street
B :
programs are separated off at the upper end. It is the subJect{ve 1mpre551on of

observers that the occurrence of this sort of classroom in the 1@Gter two programs
A

\ \
appeared primarily in one sthool for each program -- schools which, were sharply

\
different the third year of the program. In h\sense, it seems unfoxtunate to

™,
report these data in relation to programs in that they appear to be largely school
effect. Both were schools. undergoing change, and chis stress .was hppar;ntly re-

flected in classrooms. In addition, the Gotkin program was the only one for which

¥
. ‘o y
the entire sample was from large cities, where stresses more often. occur,

T

Factor 2 - Pupil Freedom vs Teacher Structured Activity - The pattern of

separat1ons for this factor (Table D -15) is quite 51m11ar to that of FLAC Factor 1
for the 1969 data. The\N1mn1cht and’' EDC programs are set off at, the top of the.
factor, with BE set off at the lower end of thexfactor, anc with theiother pro-
grams broken up into overlapping ranges. Again, the self-directed activity of
pupils specified in the rationales of the EDC and Nimnicht programs is shown,

and programmed 1earn1ng directed by the teacher appears for the BE program.

I
P -

) Factor 3 - Warm Climate . Programs .are discriminated statistically sigq‘g

nificantly on the factor, with‘phree groups being identified as homogeneous, )
(See Table D-16). Depending on the range examined, the BE program'or the BE
program plus the Nimnicht program are set off at the upper end of the distribu-

tion, and the Comparison, Gotkin, and PE programs are set off at the lower end.

Factor 4 - Pupil Negatire Behavior - The two cubgroups appear to be

- created by the Gotkin program being set apart at the high end,%f the scale.
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Table D-15

{

Multiple Range Test - Florida Climate and Control System -'1970

g

Factor 1 - Teacher Negative Control

Factor 2 - Pupil Freedom vs Teacher Struc-
) tured Activity ;

S.D.

Sponsor ~ Mean NSR*  S.D. N  Sponsor  Mean  NSR* N
Gotkin  55.09 7.55 8  Nimnicht 57.60 3.23 8 _
Bank St. 54.51 8.07 /| 8  EDC 57.13 3.24 8
Comp. ,51.95 6.69 14 - Tucson 50.85 1.39 8
PE 50.85 4,22 -8  Bank St.” 49.85 3.93 8 ‘
BE 49.57 4.81 8  Gotkin 48.81 4.16 8 '
EDC 48.38 4.04 8 PE 47,31 -5.32 8
Nimnicht 45.92 5.48 8  Comp. 46.65 4.06 14 .
Tugson 45.10 4.67 8  BE - 44 .31 *2.03 8
F = 3.10%* F = 14.50%* |
\
Table D-16 1
“ﬁpltiple Range Test - Florida Climate and Control System - 1970
Factor;BQ- Earm Climate Factor 4 - Pupil Negative Behavior
B t .
Sponsor f Mean  NSR* S.D. "N Sponsor Mean NSR* S.D. N
BE | 55.51 4.69 ' 8  Gotkin 56,59 5.19 8
Nimnjcht/ 53.95 . 5.03 8  Nimnicht 51.84 5.30 8
Bank St/  51.44. 6.12 8  Bank St. 51.18 7.40 8
EDGY, iy 51.28 L4.96. 8 PE 49.89 3.24 8
Tués on 49.30 +TE9 T 8 EDC 49 .79 4.59 i
Comp. 47.58 5.91° 14 Comp. 49.07 6.17 14
Gotkin 47.11 4.90' 8 Tucson 48.01 4.75 8 -
e 45.91 2.61 8  BE 47.69 4.80 8
& F =3.43** . F = 2.27*
i - ~——
N Y
160




_ \
(See Table D-16). It seems probablé éhat the position of this program again

reflects the one school, cited earlier, in which considerable tension existed. .

stands highest on this factor is the BE program (Table D-17). 1In a sense the

factor seems to represent two aspects of BE rationale, in which the programmed

learning materials.structure the behavior of the teacher, and the teacher moti-

vates the pupils by the use of praise. Another of the ranges separates off the

" Gotkin program at the upper end, following the BE progrém, presumably because

.. |
of the extent to which the Gotkin materials structure the behavior of teachers

in his classrooms.

-Factor 6 - Pupil Conforming Behavior - There are:no.discriminations be-

, i
tween protrams, and the F suggests that variability within the programs is

larger than differences between programs (Table D-17). )

Factor 7 - Effective Personal Communication - The factor creates three

subgroups, ;nd discriminatesAprograms significantly (Table D-18). ~ In one
separation the BE program is placed alone at the top; in another the BE and
Nimgicht brégram; are set off together at the top of the. range, The Gotkin
program is separated at_the loweé end, perhaps as a'conseguence of a film thﬁt
was circulating through classro;ms during the days 'in which observation was
being conducted in one of fhertwo ci£ies from which the fotkin data came. lWith

samples as small as these, such incidental occurrences can have considerable

effect on the placement of a group.

Factor 5 - Structured Teacher Behavior with Praise - The program which -
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. Table D-17 S

Multiple Range Test - Florida Climate and Control System - 1970

Factor § - Structured Teacher Behavior Factor 6, - Pupil Conforming Behavior o

; with Praise

1

Sponsox Mean  NSR* S.D.” N Sponsor’ Mean NSR*

$.D. - N
BE 60.60 3.79 8 BE 51.67 5.31 8 1
Gotkin 51.53 , #  3.45 8 . Bank'St. 51.38 " 4.73 g8 .
Tucson 50. 05 2.67 8 EDC  ° 51.29 4.73 " 8 |
Comp. 49.35 2.84 14" Gotkin  49.98 4.61 8 W
Nimnicht  49.08 . 2.78 8  Comp. 49. 83 617 14 )
Bank St. 48.33 3.54 8  PE 49.65. = "1 -s.06 g8
EDC . 46.8S 3.28 8 ; Tucson 49.,33 7.90 8
PE 46.60 5.58 8 \ Nimnicht 48.02 3,05 8
F=12.83%* ° . ~ F = .42 N.S. -!

<%

Table D-18

Factor 7 - Effective, Personal Communication

Multiple Range Test - Florida Climate and Control System - 1970 . i
Sponsor ‘Méan  NSR* S.D. N 1

BE 58.13 7.11 8 N
Nimnicht 54.10 4.19 8 -
PE . 49.48 2.50 8 !
. Tucson 49.15 8.32 8

. Bank St. 48.93 5.55 8
Comp. 48.60 5.74 14
EbC 47.73 5.30 8

. Gotkin 45.83 4.62 8 , .
F = 3,04*%%
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Reciprocal Category System »

Factor 1 - Drill with Teacher Acceptance and Pupii Initiation vs Feacher®

and Pupil Initiation - The BE program is separated from the others both years

(Table D-19). This is not surprisingAﬁince BE teachers spend much of their time
interacting with subgroups of pupils working on programmed léarning materials,
and one of their objectives is to foster a high rate of pupil response. The

. pattern is not the usual '"drill" in that the teachers do talk at greater length

\ than would be trué of a rapid-fire drill ;ession, they accept answers, and

praise pupils at length.

Factor 2 - Varied Pupil Directed Interaction - The faét;r discriminates
significantly between prog;ams both years, but the order shifts. (See Table
D-20). The EDC program stands at or near the upper end of Ehé scale both ye;rs,
the Nimnicht program is set off at the upper end the second';ear, and ‘BE is
,éet off at the lower end of the scale the second year. The other programs are
not separated from each other. The high standings of the EOC and Nimnicht pro-’
grams‘seem reasonable in that in both pupils ;re freer to interact with each
other in vé}ious ways. Correspondingly, the programmed learning context in
which much of the interaction of teacher and pupilshoccurs in‘the BE program
places the pupil in the position of responding to the teacher, rather than

directing the interaction.

Factor 3 - Warm, Nonevaluative Teaching vs Teacher Criticism - Al though

the F is not significant either year, the multiple range test separates programs.
into two groups the second year -- the Tucson program is separated from the
rest of the group at the upper end, and the [ank Street and Compariéon groups

are separated off at the lower end (Table D-él). The high standing of the Tuc-

I
H

son program appears to relate to its commitment to a nonevaluative climate.

-
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Table D-19 '
- : ¢
Multiple Range Test - Reciprocal Category System
Factor 1 - Drill with Teacher Acceptance and Pupil Initiation vs Teacher and _
! Pupil Initiation
. 1969 . - 1970 i
Sponsor ‘Mean NSR*  S.D. N Sponsor Mean = NSR* S.D.. N
BE 56.31 5.25 8  BE 59.97 3.41 8
PE 52.37 2.66 8 Gotkin 51.45 7 3.73 8
Gotkin 49.97 . 3.74 8 PE 51.11 5.96 3
Bank St. 49,76 3.38 8 Comp. 49.94 6.43 13
Comp. 48.95 4.07 14 ' Bank St. 48.45 4.49 6’
Tucson 48.49 3.17 - 8 EDC _46.17 6.45 6
EDC 48.24 1.3+ 8  Tucson  -46.10 6.85 8
Nimnicht 46.13 5.60 8 Nimnicht  44.84 g 7.00 8
- g . !
F=5.12 p< .01 F=5.39 p<< .01
B3 ‘
- B :+ ’\
Table D-20 ‘L
Multiple Range Tesg - keciprocal Category System
i Factor 2 - Varied Pupil Dirécted Interaction
1969 . 1970
Sponsor Mean NSR*  S.D. N Sponsor  Mean NSR* S.D. N
EDC 55.26 3.58 8 Nimnicht  57.16 6.52 8
.Gotkin 52.62 5.86 8 .EDC 53.23 3.85 6
BE . 50.39 3.69 - 8 Tucson 52.48 - 6.00 8
Nimnicht 49.67 4.43 8 Gotkin S5to60———  3.53 8 .
" PE 48.89 3.18 . 8 Comp. 48.31 ' 7.00 ;13
Comp, 48.76 4.66 14 PE 47.75 - 5.68° 8
Bank St. 48.12 4.27 8 Bank St. 47.10 4.17 . 6
Tucson 47.43 6.50 8 BE 43.87 6.92 8
F =2.58 p< .05 F=4.06 + pc .01 S
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Lo . © Table D-21 . l
h .‘ : Multiple Range Tes;:_;!{eciprocal:é'ategpry System ’ ]
- ) !
. '\ ‘ Factor 3 - Warm, Nonevaluative Teaching vs Teachex”Correction ' '
. - ;
i Y . - 1
T - 1969 : 1970 : .
B Sponsor Mean ~ NSR*  S.D. N Sponsor Mean NSR* S.D. N
I S
i Tutson 55.69 - " 77.80 8 ' Tucson 55.40 k 6.41 . . 8 -
BE - . °4.47 5.26 8 1+ BE - 52798 3.54 + 8
|~ Bank St.”  49.28 . 6.70 8§ {EDC = 51.25 6.25 6,
| EDC 49.16 , 9.81 8 | Nimnicht 50.50° . 6.82 8
e ~ Lomp. ° 48.77 10.12, 14 PE T 48.73 7.62 "~ 8
v PE . 48.09 5. 65 8 Gotkin 48.73 3 6.45 8
» 5 Nimnicht*  46.25 (.. 11:48 8 Comp. 47.26 - 5.89 13
.Gotkin . 46.13 5.25 8 Bank St.~ 45.69 3.91 6 |
' _F = 1.45 N.S. F=2.15N.5S. - . 1
Ay . » . ‘ ;:.‘ . . * ‘ ; B
o ) " Table D-22 | . oL
Multiple Range-Test - Reciprocal Category System ' .
=3
. Factor 4 - Teacher Amf)lification in Extend"egl Talk ) )
- Do : : ) .
1969 , o . 1970
. Sponsor Mean NSR*  S.D. N Sponsor Mean- NSR*=>~ S.D. N
] —— i - T i : L
Gotkin 51.80 3.3 & PE 52.15 ©6.30 .8
PE 50.85- < 1.69 8 . Comp. 51.70 o 5.23 *13
Tucson , 50.42 3.46. . 8 Tucson 51.60- - 6-10 -8 >
Comp. 49.94 - 3.03. 14-  BE 50.44 3.78 8
Bank St. 4932 2.53 8 Gotkin 49.83 w | 5.33 8. -
BE ' . 49-22 5.82 8 Bank. St., ~ 49.28 5.86 -P 6
* Nimnicht  49.14 3.7 8  EDC © 48.08 6.95 ° 6
EDC "~ 48.62 3.16 3 Nimnicht, 46.31 ' 4.947 .8
. 4 : ,
F=0.73 N.S. © F =1.07 N.S. C ‘
.. 4 '
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. ' ,The 'low standing of the Bank Street progrirg the second year probably relates to,‘\\}
R
l ’ the situation of one of its schools, as cited in the body of the report. ‘
S £ ~ - ' r
‘ ! Factor 4 - Teacher Amplification im Extended Talk - The factor does not y
. -

discriminate programs, and the F suggests that variéﬁility within programs and .

-

variability between programs are essentially equal (See Table D-22).

Factor 5~ Pupil Talk - The factor does‘\not discriminate between programs

? ° Il ~

either year, with the F suggesting that variability within programs is as large

&};iarger than between programs. (See Table .D-23). /'

N 4
>

_Factor 6 - Teacher Initiation with Pupil Interruption vs Teacher Ques-
> eris ’ \\
tion - Programs are discriminated significantly both years, with two groups the

. first year and three the segond (Tabﬁg»0-24). The BE program is separated off
\ ' .
at the lower end both years; the Tucson program Zas'set off at the upper end

the second year. The rationale of the BE program limits exterded teacher ini-

- tiation in favor of soliciting pupil responses ‘

N * »° B
Factor 7 - Teacher Direction ysyPopil JInitiation - The factor did not
H

discriminate sigmificantly the first year buf discriminates highly significantly

between pragramsﬁlhe second year (Table D-23). Although four ranges arelidenti-.

~

fied, the gaps between means qugest tnre' groupings: BE, Comﬁarison and Gotkin

[} *

at the upper end; PE Bank Street and Tu¢son 1n the M1drange, a\Q EDC and
Nlmnlcht at the lower end. The extreméip051t10ns appear to agree with program
rationale. Teacher direction of learnihg is a central aspect of the programming

+

of/learnlng (BL), and m1n1ma1 direction of puplls seems equally central to the

Nimnicht classrooms in whlch puplls are expected to learn from self- teaching

-

equipment and EDC classrooms in which the child is exposed to rich materials

and encouraged to follow his interests to a large degree.

+
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Table D-23

Multiple Range Test - Reciprocal Category System

Factor 5 - Pupil Talk

Q.

]

1969 - 1970
Sponsor Mean NSR*  S.D. N Sponsor Mean NSR* S.D. N
"EDC 52.04 8  Nimnicht ' §3.43 5.35 8
BE 51.78 8 BE . 52.89 7.51 8
Tucson 51.75 8 —-Tucson . 52.37 7.08 8
Bank St. 49.84 8 PE . 50.45 7.69 8
Comp. 49.32 14 EDC 49.26 T 7.80 .6
PE 49.25 8 Bank St. 48.64 10.41 6
Gotkin... -~ _ 49.18 8 Comp. 46.96 8.51 13
Nimnicht < 47.50 8 Gotkin 46.13 3.70 8
F = 0.33 N.S. F=1.18 N.5. h
Table D-24
Multiple Range Test - ReciprbcaIZCategory System
Factor 6 - Teacher Initiation with Pupil Interruption vs Teacher duestion
= 3 :
1969 ‘ 1970 :
Sponsor Mean NSR* - S.D. N Sporisor Mean NSR* *S.D. N
Nimmicht 54.55 7.0T 8 Tucson\\ 55.90 5.27 "8
Comp. 51,69 |- 4.62 14  Nimnicht 53.24 4.73. g ¢
Tucson 50.93 11.75 8 Comp. ' 52.51 9.43 13
PE 49.82 6.33 8  EDC ! 51.52 4,72 6
Bank St. 49.71 5.57 8 Bank St.: 49.43 ‘ 4.92 6 -
EDC 49.40 7.47 8 PE . . 48.25 4,67 8
Gotkin 49.20 6.30 8 Gotkin® | 47.25 5.30 8
BE 39.73 4.57 8 BE \39.85 5.11 8
. \ ]
F=3.22 p< .01 F=5.10 p <.01
\
/ \ \
\
/ \
\
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| . ‘ o Table D-25 -

. M 1969
Sponsor Mean—- NSR* S.D. . N
Gotkin 51.96 3.70 8
PE 51.39 4.13 8
Comp. 51.31 5.68 4 14
Bank St. 49.97 4.42 | 8 B
BE 49,92 ° 3.76 8
Tucson =~ 49.34 ° 5.75 8
Nimnicht - 47.65 4.89 8
EDC 46.62 4.75 8
. \ . ’
F=1.30 N.S.
|
-~ i
- |

Table D-26 T

Multiple Range Test - Reciprocal Category System

Factor 8 - Supportive Pupil Talk
1

- L ¥ _ A
/ ’ L \- L , T,
' 1969 . 1970 -~
. Sponsor Mean NSR*  S.D. N . Sponsor ¢wean NSR* — S.D. N
- - N M ) 1 ) +
EDC 54.21 7.85 8  Nimpdchf 55.45 8.28 | 8
Gotkin 53.38 - 8.82 8  Gotfkin 54.59 7.60 8
PE. 51.67 7.63 8  Tuckon '  S1.04 4.61 8
Bank St.  50.92 7.29 8  EDC 50.89 3.70 6.
BE 49.92 5.54 8  PE 50.25 - 7.68 8 -
- Tucson 48.92 5.42 8 - BE 48.92 6.57 8
" Comp. 47.62 1.58 14 Comp. = 48.36 4&02 13
R Nimnicht 47.50 \ 1.41 8 Bank St.  46.50 1(22 6
F =.1.58 N.S, \ F = 2.05 N.S.
4 Al
ey H .

(




—

Factor 8 - Supportive Pupil Talk - As mentioned in the body of‘té;:;eporg,

this factor appears to' be a reflection of the achievement of program objectiv

directed at fostering supportive social behavior among pupils. The discrimina-

tion between programs did not result in a significant F either year (Table D-26).

The multiple range test separated off the EDC program at the upper end of the

scale the f1rst year, and the Gotkin and Nimnicht programs the second year.

-

’

Bank Strert and Comparison classrooms were separated off at the lower end of the

. ¢
13
scale the second year:’ ) ‘ ’

i -

Th;s measure, made up of pupil talk, may be subject to the bias cited in

~

the Procedure section that some programs more than others organize pupil acti-

vity in such a way that their talk is audible. Pupils are likely to be more

audible in BE classrooms, for instance, and less so in EDC classrooms.
. .

1/ N
M .
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Cognitive Taxonomy

Factor 1 - llighly Focused Learning Tasks + The multiple range iests for |
each of the tiwo years place the Becker- Engelmann program at the top oq the scale

(Table D-27). lhere is no consistency in the programs separated at thé lower !
‘ -

end of the factors the two years. The position of the BE program seemﬁ in line

.

with its orientation toward fostering the development of skills. Otheripro—
oframs shift extensively in their relative rank order in the remainde® of the
N ! g}

jrange so that probably only the BE position can be taken as meaningful.

‘Factor 2 - Narrow vs Broad Answer - Although the positive pole is labeled

"narrow" it represents a high cogn;tive level; the negative pole appears to be
iess subject-matter orie@gad, and at a lower cognitive level, but no one answer i
would be expected. Eacﬁ§year, programs were separatea into two groups, but i
the F's were not significant efther year. (Sea Table D-28). The first year,

the BE program was separated off at the upper end of the scale, the secapd year

it was a part of the top group along with Comparison classrooms and the NimAicht
program. Both years, the EDC program was separated off at the lower end of the
scale. These separations seemed to fit satisfactorily with ;he‘concernlfor
fostering subject matter skills, thch is-typical of BE classrooms, and which

has been recognized as a primary concern of Comparison classrooms. Nimnicht N
classrooms are also high on this fastas‘and appear to support the devélopmént

of subject matter skills, although they do so in a different way than the other_

two programs. The EDC program, in contrast, does nat,make that sort of skill

development a central issue in the early years.

Factor 3 - Moderately Focused Learning Tasks - The factor discriminates

significantly between programs the second-year, and approaches, significance the

first year (Table D—%é). Two groups are set off each year, with BE at the

. 170
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/ " ‘Table D-27
. T Multiple Range Test - Cognitive Taxonomy

. Factor 1 - Highly Focused Learning Tasks

\

1969 " 1970
Sponsor Mean , NSR* S.D. N . Sponsor Mean NSR* S.D. N
BE 54.78 5.30 8  BEC 57.06 5.37 8
PE 53.23 6.85 8 Gotkin 52.14 4,13 8
- Bank St.  50.96 7.60 8 Nimnicht 51.80 5.26 -8
. . EDC 49:94 4.93 8 -Comp. 48.99 6.10 13
sTucson 48.73 _7.17 8 Bank St.  48.95 4,92 6
Gotkin 48,51 3.77 8 PE 48,38 3.99 8
Nimnicht  48.19 5.14 8 EDC 46,77 2.82 .+ 6
Comp. 47.33 7.02 14 Tucson 46.30 4.55 8
I F=1.60 F o= 3,08% |
Table D-28
. .
~ Multiple Raﬁée Test - Cognitive Taxonomy
) \ Factor 2 - Broad vs Narrow Answer
/ i
1969 ' 1970
Sponsor ~  Mean  NSR* S.D. N Sponsor Mean NSR* S.D. N
BE 53.58 4.79 8 Nimnicht  51.99 3.95 8
T Bank St. 52.78 5.79 8 Comp . 51.31 3.26 13
PE 51.00 5.76 8 BE 50.41 3.27 8
Comp. 50.66 5.52 14 Bank St.  50.40 3.04 6
Tucson 50.18 4,81 8 Tucson ¢ 49.93 2.45 8
Gotkin 48.29 3.34- 8 Gotkin 49,54 2.55 8
v Nimnicht 47.64 2.89 8 PLE 48.28 4.24 8
EDC 47.14 7.40 8 EDC 46.32 2.43 6
F=1,61 F=221* -
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Table- D-29 ;
: . Multiple Range Test - Cognitive Taxonomy

Factor 3 - Moderately Focused Learning Tasks

d |

¥ . -

1969 : 1970 °
~ Sponsor Mean- NSR* S.D. N Sponsor Mean NSR* S.D. N* 2
. . g
BE - 53.91 ' 5.98 8  BS 54.20 3.04 8 |
" PE 53.28 5.69 8 Gotkin 52.31 3.78 8 1
EDC 51.58 6.79 8 Nimnicht  51.23 2.34 -8 )
. .. Nimnicht 50.39 5.30 8 Bank St. 50.70 5.20 6 |
Bank°St. 50.38 5.74 8 PE 49.94 4,61’ 8
Gotkin 48.05 6.26 8 Tucson 47.98 3.70 3 }
Tucson_\‘ 47.33 4.44 8 Comp. ~47.72 i 4.67 - 13° |
Comp. 46.04 6.66 14 £EDC 47,53 2.08 6 }
F = 2.13 ' ‘ F = 3.16%% e S
s 7 ‘ ’ *:
Table D-30 |
|
 Multiple Range Test - Cognitive Taxonomy i ) . |
, i
Factor 4 -’ Phonics
- A . - \ ) | 1
. _ . % _ '
i ., . . ‘\\ ]
hgsg . C 1970 |
Sponsor Mean " NSRT S.D. N -Sponsor. Mean (NSR* 7 §.D. N |
. i 1 N - ! N = ]
BE 55..60 '\ 4.07 8 BE 55.13 | 6.78" 8
PE 52.13 \ 3.44 . 8  BankSt. 53.07 5.53 6
Tucson 49.96 4016 8 Tucsgn 50.11 4. 8] -8
Nimnicht  49.36 5.44 8  Comp. 49.79 4.92 13
EDC i _48.99 6 .00 8 Gotkiln . 49.10 5.30 -8
Comp .. 48.89 4,36 14 PE . 48.76 T 492 8
Bank St. 48.5S 4.84 -8 EDC |- 47.90 -2.24 6
Gotkin 47.26 3.76 8 Nimnilcht  47.01 ) 3.69 8
Y - ( . ?. .
F = 2.70* » F=2.21* :
v ) ,
!
. |

’ { :
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upper end both years, accompanied by PE the first year and Cotkin the second
. year. Comparison classrooms are set off at the lower end both years, joined by
EDC and Tucson the second year. The placement of the .BE program appears to

N

J
|
|
1
reflect its emphasis on teacﬁing skills, and relatgd\broader generalizations ) _{
such_as classification. The pIacgment of EDC classrooms also seeﬁs reasonable {
in relation to their lower emphasis on teaching skills.~ The position of Com- - |
Parison classrooms seems surprising in relation to the -expectation that teaching,
of skills wodld be emphasized there.,
| It is probably réievant to mention again the caution cited in the Pro-

i
cedure section, that some programs are likely to be more completely represented

on tape than othérs_-- probably BE would be better represented and EDC less well

rqp}esented in terms of the proportionpof pupil activity which is oral, and ‘the

i

proportion of what is oral that is audible. To some degree, the plﬁcement of
, .

programs on the data of the Cognitive Taxonomy is probably biased in this respect.

Factor 4 - Phonics - Programs were discriminated significantly, with two,
. groups created both years. The BE program was set off at the upper'en& of the
dimension both years (Table D-30), and again, the BE emphasis on skill teaching {

N 9 } .‘.
seems relevant. ) ° . .

Factor 5 - Information Giving and Receiving - Programs were discriminated

’

|

!

significantly the first year but not the second (Table D-31). In the first
yearisAdata, the PE program is set off at the upper end of the factor, the Tuc-

%

son at the lower end, joined by Bank Street and' Gotkin set off by other ranges..
Although Parent Education is not primarily a classroom oriented pfogram, it has
had a varying emphasis on a ‘Piagetian theory of child deveiopment. Pupils'

establishment of an adequate base of information (as well as higher level cog-

nitive activities) is relevant to that theoretical orientation. Perhaps the

* » *
N\ :
. .




: - 163 -

a . " ‘fable D-31
* -,

Multiple Range Test—=—Cognitive Taxonomy

{ .
Factor 5 - Information Giving and Receiving . -J
]

TN ' C 1969 ) _ 1970
- Sponsor Mean  NSR* S.D. N Sponsor Mean NSR* S.D. N
PE - 54.38 5.43 8  BE © 51.81 6.65 8
Nimnicht  51.70 5.80 8  Comp. 51.33 4.16 13
BE 51.63 5.65 8 - Gotkin * 50.18 4.50 8
EDC 51.60 6.95 8 EDC 49.80 6.63 6
Comp. 49.29 . 6.30 14 Bank St. 49.75 4.21 6
Gotkin 47.41 5.12 8. Nimpicht 48.80 ‘ 5.18 8
Bank St. 47.38 6.73 8 Tucson = —4840— 5.53 8
Tucson 43.69 4.78 8 PE 48.05 5.96 8
F .= 2.61* S . F’= .56 N.S. : ,
4
.}
Table .D-32 o
Multiple Range Test - Cognitivel Taxonomy -
‘ -
' \{actor 6 - Complex Thinking Y .
- ~
AN
1969 1970
Sponsor Mean  NSR* §.b. N Sponsor Mean . NSR* S.D. N
BE 53.25 5.28 8 Nimnicht 52,56 5.02 8
. Bank St.  51.25 3.94 8  Gotkin 51.48 6.35 8
Nimnicht  50.14. 5.40 8 Comp. 50.80 4,87 13
PE 49.99 5.28 8 PE 50.65 6.21 8
Comp. 49.71 4.75 14 BE 49.40 4.14 8
EDC 49.66 3.73 8 - ENC 49.15 3,71 6
Gotkin 49.34 5.76 8  Bank St. 48.80 2.16 6
Tucson’  48.86 5.62 8  Tucson 48.69 5.63 8
F=.62NS. \ F =159 N.S.
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i i !

failure of programs to separaée the second year (aad the narrowed range) reflects |

LS

increasing concern of all sponsors with this objective, although this interpre-.

N -
tation is speculative.

Factor 6 - Complex 1hinking - Th@s factor did not discriminate between
programs either year, and the F each year'suggestéxthat'var{ability within
programs is as great or greater than differencesibetween programs (Table D-32).
"This seems a:surprising finding inﬂtbe light of differences between programs

in their emphasis on inquiry learning. It seems possible that the program bias

on audibility cited earlier may have the effect of artificially minimizing pro-

gram differences on this factor.
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‘ Appendix E
C Table E-1

Reciprocal Category Measures

Vafiable . Description
1 Teacher warms, informalizes the cligate.‘ The sum of column 1.
2 Teacher.accepts. The sum of column 2. )
3 Teacher amplifies. The sum of column 3.
4 Teacher eiicits. The sum of column 4. ,
5 Teacher fe5ponds. The gﬁm of column 5. o
6 | Teacher initiates. The sum of column 6. -, .
"7 Teacher directrs The sum of column 7. . .
8 g Teacher:corrects. The sum gé column 82‘ :
9 Teaéher cools, formalizes. The sum of column 9. )
10 Pupil elicits. The sum of 14.
11 Pupil responds. The sum of 15. ,
12 Pupil initiates. The sum of 16. '
- 13 Pupilfdirects. The sum of 17. | l
14 Pupil corrects. The sum of 18. ‘
15 Confusion (does not include uncodeabled$ape). The sum of columnt 20.
16 Teacher talk, percent. The sum bf cqighns 1-9 div@qcé by columns 1-9
plus columns 11-19. « -
17 Teacher ﬁcceptance-rejection, percent. The sum of columns 1, 2, and
. _ 3 divided by columns 1, 2, and 3plus 8§ a‘nclxg. o .
18 ' Pupil initiation. The sum of column 16 Jividcd by total student talk,
. - the sum of columns 11-19. ) ) :

Q | . ’ ' jf7(5
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- Table E-1 - Continued ' , V~
i 1
l _ =
'ﬁ ’ . ) .
Variable Description ! \\f ‘1
_ \ |
19 Student response to teacher. Rows 1-9 for column 15, dividea by Q\
total student talk. \‘V
20 Pupil-pupil talk, The sum of rows 11-19 for columms 11-19. A
21 Teacher extended indirect: Thé’sums of the cells in rows 1, 2, and o \
3 for columns 1,, 2, and 3. . * ;
- . - -
22 Teacher extended -direct. The sum of the cells in rows 7-9 for
columns 7-9. s
23~ . Teacher revised I/D. This measure involveé teacher indirect response
(rows 11-19 for columns 1-3), and teache direct response (rows 11-
19 for columns. 7-9). The percentage is made up of indirect response’
divided by-dndirect response plus direct response. '
24 :Pupll positive participation, percen?/ Positive part1c1pat10n divided
by positive participation plus negative participation (roWs 15, 16,
for columns 11-13/rows 154 16 for columns 1%-13, plus rows 15, 16 for .
columns 17-19).. . : { '
25 Pupil revised I/D;.. This measure includes pupil extended indirect
(roys 11-19 for columns 11-13); and pupil extended direct (rows 11-
' 19 for columns 17-19); with pupil extended indirect divided by
pupil extended direct, plus pupil extended indirect.
26 Teacher narrow question. The sum of the 4-15 cell.
27 Teacher broad question. The sum of the 4-16 cell.
28 Pupil broad question. The sum of the 14-16 cell.
» n , e = i
29 Pupil substantive interruption. The row 6, columns 14-16 cells.
30 Pupil direct interruption. The ,row .6, columns 17-19 cells.
31 Total pupil interruption. The total of pupil substantive interruption
plus pupil direct interrupiion.
32 Pupil question, tedcher question. The‘14—4 cell. '
33

Pupil question, teacher response. ‘The 14-5 cell.

-




